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We are today faced with the necessity for 

formulating some sound methods for guid"! 
ing the continued growth of our economy at 
a rate which will assure an adequate supply 
of goods and services at reasonable prices 
while at the same time preventing infiation. 
The accomplishment of this goal of economic 
stability depends upon the assistance of all 
segments of the economy-the lend~rs, the 
industrial producer, the farmer, the distribu
tors, the small businesses and the large. The 
modernization of Federal credit union 
legislation can do much to assist in this en
deavor, by facilitating the efficient operation 
of the individual credit unions. At the 
same time, an increased supply of loan funds 
would be made available for the provident 
and productive purposes of low and middle 
income families and individuals. The self
help quality of these institutions is a refresh
ing and welcome part of the economic and 
social scene. 

During the 25 years of Federal credit 
unions, and the even longer period in which 
some of the State credit unions have 
operated, these financial institutions have 
performed a much-needed service. It is be
cause of the real need for the services of 
these institutions that they have achieved 
such an enviable record of growth, both in 
membership and assets. Perhaps the most 
important factor accounting for this tre-

SENATE 
T UESDAY, M AY 26, 1959 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

o Thou God of the living and of the 
living dead, in the cloud of witnesses 
looking down upon us as we struggle on 
in an embattled world, we see the faces 
of those who across the generations have 
built roads down which high causes have 
triumphantly advanced. And now, in 
that shining company of the valiant, 
Thy servant, and the Nation's, John 
Foster Dulles, takes his place forever, 
having toiled terribly and having stood 
inflexibly for God's truth against the 
devil's falsehood. 

Grant to us the same grace so to 
dedicate our lives to the great cause of a 
better, holier world, that, by our sacri
fice, our actions, and our obedience, we 
may build roads for the hopes and 
dreams of prophetic souls who have seen 
the city of God across the hills of time. 

And when our part is played, and our 
work is done, and we have fought the 
good fight, and kept the faith, as did the 
warrior whose passing is .mourned in 
this Chamber and by free men around 
the globe, may we go on to larger service, 
grateful for the ideas which have used 
us on their way to coronation. 

We ask it in the Redeemer's name. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. JoHNSON of Texas, 

and by unanimous consent, the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings of Fri
day, May 22, 1959, was dispensed with. 

¥ESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the President 

of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his 
secretaries. -

mendous growth is the credit union's will
ingness to make loans to individuals for pur
poses which would not be acceptable to most 
other lenders-and at interest rates which 
are usually much lower than the interest 
charges required by commercial or mutual 
banks. In summary, these groups have fos
tered and encouraged thrift through regu
lated savings and prudent economic manage
ment of individual credit. and financial re
sources. Such purposes must be served if we 
are to maintain a healthy economy which 
meets the needs of all levels of our popula
tion. 

In view of the rapid changes which h ave 
been occurring in our economy, it is ex
pedient that revisions be made in the struc
ture of credit union operations, such as those 
contained in H.R. 5777. The losses suffered 
on unsecured loans made by credit unions 
h ave not been out of line with those of other 
financial institutions. Therefore, an in
crease in the unsecured loan maximum from 
$400 to $1 ,000 is warranted, and not unduly 
risky . . Likewise, I believe that investment in 
shares of central credit unions does not carry 
with it any undue risk. Rather, it will pro
vide additional dividend income and will 
make funds available where they are most 
in demand, following the natural economic 
course of resources fiowing into areas where 
they can be the most productive. 

ATOMIC ENERGY AGREEMENTS
. MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
. Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, the President . has transmitted to 
the Senate today two messages relating 
to atomic energy agreements with cer
tain countries. The messages have been 
read in the House, and I ask unanimous 
consent that they be printed in the REc
ORD without being read, and referred to 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

The messages from the President are 
as follows: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 

1954, as amended, I am submitting here
with to each House of the Congress an 
authoritative copy of an Agreement Be
tween the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government 
of Canada for Cooperation on the Uses of 
Atomic Energy for Mutual Defense Pur
poses. The agreement was signed in 
Washington on May 22, 1959, by the Act
ing Secretary of State on behalf of the 
Government of the United States and the 
Ambassador of Canada to the United 
States on behalf of the Government of 
Canada. 

Proceeding from the authority con
tained in Public Law 85-479 approved by 
the President July 2, 1958, which amend
ed the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, the 
agreement was negotiated for the pur
pose of advancing the extent of coopera
tion between the two countries in their 
common defense, particularly in the vital 
field of the military applications of 
atomic energy. 
... The agreement is predicated on the 
determination that the common defense 
and security of the United States and 
Canada will be advanced by the coopera
tion envisaged therein, and takes into 
account that our countries are partici
pating together in an internat ional de
fense arrangement. The exchanges of 

Still another important proposal made by 
H.R. 5777 is the extension of loan maturities 
from 3 to 5 years. This lengthening of the 
period of time within which loans may be 
repaid is in keeping with extended periods for 
home mortgage repayments and other con
sumer installment purchases. 

All of these provtsions upon which I have 
touched, and others contained in the pro
posed legislation, will facilitate more ade
quate servicing of the credit needs of millions 
of individuals. We would be remiss in our 
duty if we did not furnish these credit co
operatives with all the assistance which can 
be made available through the revision of 
the Federal statute to bring its provisions 
in line with the changing times. There is 
no question with regard to the Federal ex
penditures for these cooperatives-they ar e
self-supporting entities, under the general 
supervision of the likewise self-sustaining 
Bureau of the Federal Credit Unions. There 
is no question, either, with regard to the 
essentiality of the services rendered by these 
financial institutions. Approval of this pro
posed legislation will underscore our belief in 
the basic principles upon which our whole 
economic and social structure has been 
built-the perpetuation of the ideals of 
equality of man, freedom of opportunity and 
unselfish cooperation. 

information and transfers of equipment 
provided for in the agreement will sub
stantially contribute to the capability of 
the United States and Canada to meet 
their mutual defensive responsibilities 
already closely shared. 

I am also transmitting a copy of the 
Acting Secretary of State's letter accom
panying authoritative copies of. the 
signed agreement, a copy of a joint letter 
from the Secretary of Defense and the 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com
mission recommending my approval of 
this agreement, and a copy of my memo
randum in reply thereto setting forth 
my approval. 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 26, 1959. 
(Enclosures: ( 1) Agreement Between 

the Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of Canada 
for Cooperation on the Uses of Atomic 
Energy for Mutual Defense Purposes; 
(2) copy of Secretary of State's letter 
accompanying copies of the signed agree
ment; (3) copy of a joint letter from the 
Chairman of the AEC and the Secretary 
of Defense recommending my approval 
of the agreement; (4) a copy of my 
memorandum in reply thereto setting 
forth my approval.) 

To the Congress ot the United States: 
In December 1957 the heads of gov

ernment of the nations members of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
reached agreement in principle on the 
desirability of achieving the most ef
fective pattern of NATO military de
fensive strength, taking into account the 
most recent developments in weapons 
and techniques. In enunciating this 
agreement in principle the heads of 
government made it clear that this de
cision was the result of the fact that the 
Soviet leaders, while preventing a gen
eral disarmament agreement, had left 
no doubt that -the most modern and de
structive weapons of all kinds were being 
introduced into the Soviet armed forces. 
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The introduction of modern weapons 
into NATO forces should be no cause. for 

· concern on the part of other countries, 
since NATO is purely a defensive alli
ance. 

It is our conviction and the conviction 
of our NATO allies that the introduction 
into NATO defenses of the most modern 
weapons available is essential in main
taining the strength necessary to the al
liance. Any alliance depends in the last 
analysis upon the sense of shared mu
tual interests among its members, and 
by sharing with our allies certain train
ing information we are demonstrating 
concretely our sense of partnership in 
NATO's defensive planning, Failure on 
our part to contribute to the improve
ment of the state . of operational readi
ness of the forces of other members of 
NATO will only encourage the Soviet 
Union to believe that it can eventually 
succeed in its goal of destroying NATO's 
effectiveness. -

To facilitate the necessary coopera
tion on our part legislation amending the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 was enacted 
during the last ·session of the Congress. 
Pursuant to that legislation agreements 
for cooperation have recently been con
cluded with three of our NATO partners; 
all of these agreements are designed to 
implement in important respects the 
agreed NATO program. These agree
ments will enable the United States . to 
cooperate effectively in mutual defense 
planning with these nations and in the 
training of their respective NATO forces 
in order that, if an attack on 'NATO 
should occur, under the direction of the 
Supreme Allied Commander for Europe 
these forces could effectively use nuclear 
weapons in their defense. · 

These agreements represent only a 
portion of the work necessary for com
plete implementation of the decision 
taken by the· North Atlantic Treaty Or
ganization in December 1957. I antici
pate the conclusion of similar agree
ments for cooperation with certain other 
NATO nations as the alliance's defensive 
planning continues. 

Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended, I am submitting to 
each House of the Congress an authori
tative copy of three agreements, one with 
the Federal Republic of Germany, one 
with the Kingdom of the Netherlands 
and one with the Government of Turkey. 
I am also transmitting a copy of the Sec
retary of State's ·letter accompanying 
authoritative copies of the signed agree
ments, a copy of three joint letters from 
the Secretary of Defense and the Chair
man of the Atomic Energy Commission 
recommending my approval of these 
documents, and copies of my memoran
dums in reply thereto setting forth my 
approval. 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 26, 1959. 

.EXECUTIVE MESSAGE 
REFERRED 

As in executive session, 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate a message from the President of 
the United States submitting the nomi
nation of Charles L. Powell, of ·w~shing-

ton, to be U.S. district judge for the east..o 
ern district of Washington, which was re~ 
ferred to the ·committee on the-Judiciary. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, communicated to the 
Senate the intelligence of the death of 
Hon. John Foster Dulles, a former Sena
tor from the State of New York, and a 
former Secretary of State, and trans
mitted the resolutions of the House 
thereon. 

The message announced that the House 
had agreed to a concurrent resolution 
<H. Con. Res. 185) extending the felici
tations and best wishes of the Congress 
of the United States to Miami University, 
Oxford, Ohio, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request of Mr. JoHNSON of Texas, 
and by unanimous consent, the Antitrust 
and Monopoly Subcommittee of the 
Committee on the Judiciary was author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate today. 

On request of Mr. JOHNSON ·of Texas, 
and by unanimous consent, the Veterans 
Subcommittee of the Committee on La
bor and Public Welfare was authorized 
to meet during the session of the Senate 
today. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi~ 
dent, the Subcommitte·e To Investigate 
Juvenile Delinquency, of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, is scheduling hearings 
in Chicago on May 28 and 29. It re
quests that the Senate grant authority 
for the subcommittee to hold hearings on 
those 'days during the sessions of the 
Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING 
MORNING HOUR 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, under the rule, there will -be the 
usual morning hour for the transaction 
of routine business; and I ask unanimous 
consent that statements iri connection 
therewith be limited to 3 minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

JOHN FOSTER DULLES 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, it was with deep regret that we 
learned on Sunday morning of the pass
ing of former Secretary of State John 
Foster Dulles. Secretary Dulles' death 
was a loss to this country. He was a 
dedicated public servant who fought for 
the principles in which he believed. 

I have known Secretary Dulles for 
many years. ·I did not always agree 
with him. But I always believed that 
he was sincere and conscientious and 
did his duty as he saw it. 

It is the proposal of the leadership to 
adjourn today until Thursday, as an ex
pression of the Senate's profound regret 

and sorrow, and to permit Senators to 
attend the funeral tomorrow. 

Mr. President, later in the day a reso
lution will be submitted by the distin
guished minority leader; and the Senate 
will not be in s·ession tomorrow. 

I yield now, if the Senator from Illi
nois wishes to submit the resolution. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I shall 
submit the resolution directly; but I ask 
Senators to bear with me while I make 
a few observations about John Foster 
Dulles. 

I suppose I shall never think of him 
again except in the framework of at least 
thre·e impressive characteristics. 

The first was his patience. We who 
are familiar with him and saw him ap..; 
pear before the committees of the Con
gress, and we who were so eager to ask 
him world-shaking questions, never 
ceased to marvel at his patience. I re~ 
member how he used -to look at the ceil
ing and relax his facial muscles; and his 
answer was always studied and calm
knowing that it would be on the record, 
and might have world implications. But 
never did I see him become impatient. 

I think of him often in terms of an 
experience which befell Phillips Brooks. 
When a visitor came to Phillips Brooks' 
study and found him irritated and im
patient, he asked, "Dr. Brooks, what is 
the matter with you?" 

The reply was, "I am in a hurry, but 
God is not." 

Mr. President, there was a calm about 
John Foster Dulles which was God-like. 
It was a source of retreat and a source 
of strength, and I believe it was one of 
the great means of offense he had whe~ 
he moved into the difficult conferences 
all over the world. So patience was one · 
of his great characteristics. 

The second was humility. He was in
herently pious; and out of it came both 
the initial calm and the humility which 
I believe are so necessary to one in his 
station. His humility was also a source 
of retreat. The humble person never 
boasts of his achievements. I never saw 
the time when John Foster Dulles re
turned froin a conference that he ever 
boasted of what he may have accom
plished there. That was the essential 
nature of the man: He was. humble; 
he was patient. 

Finally, he was constant. If I tried to 
think of an appropriate term, I be
lieve I would call him the constant 
warrior. He never took his eyes off 
the great, golden objective, which was 
to bring about in the world a condition 
in which mankind would live in amity, 
in harmony, and in concord. 

So the three great virtues of John 
Foster Dulles were his patience, his hu
mility, and his constancy. They marked 
the whole life of this dedicated, devoted, 
and pious man. 

So, Mr. President, I submit a resolu
tion for which I request immediate con
sideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu
tion will be read. 

The resolution (S. Res. 124) was read, 
as follows: 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with 
profound sorrow and deep regret the an
nouncement of the death of Hon. John Fos
ter Dulles, a former Senator from tP,e State 
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of New York, and a former Secretary of 
State. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate 
these resolutions to the House of Repre
sentatives and transmit a copy thereof to 
the family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That, as a further mark of re
S!)ect to the memory of the deceased, the 
Senate, at the conclusion of its business to
day, do adjourn. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the resolution. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr: President, 
I wish to support the resolution which 
has just been submitted by the minority 
leader. 

Because of my utmost respect for the 
late Secretary of State, John Foster 
Dulles, and my friendship with him, I 
wish to add briefly to this record. 

In my public life, I know of no public 
official who has been more dedicated 
to carrying out his- duties than was the 
late Secretary of State. And those 
duties concerned the safety and the fu
ture not only of those who are alive to
day, but also of our children in the years 
ahead. 

He worked tirelessly for a more peace
ful world and greater security for each 
one of us. He performed his tasks with 
courage, with imagination, with intelli
gence, and with the great knowledge 
which came from his long experience. 
He did so regardless of whether he was 
praised or criticized. He always took 
the action which he believed to . be right. 

Mr. President, those characteristics of 
John Foster Dulles are what we need 
desperately in fulfilling our responsibili
ties in the free world today and in our 
negotiations with countries which op
erate under a system of government we 
deplore. 

John Foster Dulles' monument will 
be the lasting memory in the mind of 
every American of the principles and 
purposes for which John Foster Dulles 
stood, of the extraordinary ability with 
which he advocated and advanced those 
principles and purposes. 
. My sympathy and that of my family 
go to Mrs. D~les and her family. 
. Mr. MORTON. Mr. ·President, I rise 
to support the resolution. 

Mr. Presider..t, our country and free
men everywhere have lost a great leader, 
John Foster Dulles. His was a dedi
cated Christian life-dedicated to a just 
and honorable peace on earth; dedicated 
to the hopes and aspirations of all free
dom-loving people; dedicated in loving 
service to his country, his church, his 
family, and his fellow men. 

No other leader in the free world so 
well understood the full significance of 
aggressive atheistic communism. No 
man was better equipped in spirit or in 
mind to meet this threat. 

I shall always treasure my term of 
service in the Department of State un
der his inspiring leadership. In our in
timate relationship, I came to love him 
as an older brother. 

My prayers and sympathies are with 
his family in this trying hour. 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I wish to 
join in support .of the resolution. 
~ I also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an editorial on 
the late John Foster Dulles which ap-

peared in the May 25, 1959, issue of the 
Baltimore Sun. 
. The sad passing on of this great man 
prompted comments of high praise for 
the former Secretary of State from all 
over the free world. The editorial in the 
Baltimore Sun reflects my own thoughts 
about Mr. Dulles' great contribution to 
humanity. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JOHN FOSTER DULLES 

John Foster Dulles whose death we mourn, 
was not a man of whom it can be truly said 
that he died a martyr to hrs work. His was 
the rare good fortune to be able to spend 
the years of his maturity doing just what he 
had always wanted to do, and doing it 
superbly well. He had labored all his life 
in preparation, and when the opportunity 
came he labored all the harder. The point 
to be emphasized, now that he is gone, and 
to some extent concealed during his life
t ime by his appearance and manner, is that 
this was a joyful labor. It was a labor of 
fulfillment such as becomes possible only 
when the accident of history brings forth 
the right man for the moment. Mr. Dulles, 
as architect and ·executant of our foreign 
policy, has always been controversial, and 
the controversy will be resumed. But in 
this pause occasioned by his death, no great 
insight is needed to realize that Mr. Dulles 
was the great man of these years, not just 
in this country but in the world. 

Nor can one honestly express regret that 
Mr. Dulles was unable to finish his task. 
For his particular task is one that will never 
be finished-never, at any rate so long as 
the two dominant themes of our times
communism and nationalism-retain therr 
present meanings. And we may be sure 
that there was no one more aware of this 
than Dulles himself. He maintained his ex
acting schedule up to the moment when his 
physical strength-but not his mind-had 
given out. But he did not do so in any 
hope or expectation that his task might be 
"finished"; he did so because the execution 
of this continuing task had become his very 
life. 

Cutting through the specifics of this career., 
what is it that Mr; Dulles did, what gives 
him a place in history, what is his legacy? 
. What he did was .to hold together and 

strengthen and enlarge in every possible way 
the non-Communist alliance, an alliance 
both spiritual and military but inherently 
unstable precisely because its main elements 
are free people. And this he did, not just by 
his extraordinary skill and persuasiveness 
in negotiations, but by providing and, in a 
sense, person~fying an idea. 

The idea was a simple one, and one which 
in his case was rooted in religious faith. It 
was this: That the principles behind com
munism are profoundly wrong and must 
ultimately collapse-but only if opposed 
with unyielding resolution. He did not work 
for peace today, peace in his time. He knew, 
indeed, that overeagerness for the forms of 
peace at any given time is the most danger
ous trap of all-leading as it must to waver
ing, irresolution, uncertainty, and a confu-. 
sion of appearance with substance. In that 
sense Mr. Dulles was guilty of rigidity and 
was, indeed, the most rigid of men. And at 
times, no doubt, he was led by just such 
apprehensions into an inflexibility of tactics 
that was mistaken. But not often. 

In assessing the Dulles legacy we must 
keep in mind always the distinction between 
inflexibility of tactics, which is wrong, and 
inflexibility of underlying principle, which is 
ip.dispensable. In the tactics of diplomacy, 
the Dulles way may well have run its course. 
The world may, indeed,-have reached a point 
when fresh approaches, made .by new minds, 

are both desirable and unavoidable. What 
Mr. Dulles gave us was a certainty of con
viction that must be cherished, in spite of 
this, and that will be weakened and eroded 
at our peril. That iS' his legacy. 

. Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, · may 
the record also show that I join in sup
port of the resolution of condolence and 
sympathy to the members of the Dulles 
family. 

Secretary Dulles was a man of stir
ring Christian character. He was a 
renowned statesman, a surprisingly fine 
diplomat, a man who was kind, yet who 
could be firm when principle was in~ 
volved. 

Our Nation and the . free world have 
lost a truly great man. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I join 
in support of the resolution submitted 
by the distinguished Senator from Illi
nois. 

Secretary Dulles was a mighty oak in 
today's forest of international diplo~ 
macy, and of him it cari indeed be said 
that his passing leaves a vacant space 
.against the sky. 
. In my opinion, Mr. President, John 
Foster Dulles was the greatest figure in 
the field of hammering peace out of 
controversy America has produced. He 
cruelly sacrificed his own health and his 
own vitality so that others could live in 
a world free from the scourge of war. 

I suspect history will show that John 
Foster Dulles as . Secretary of State 
traveled more miles, visited more coun
tries, and conferred with more foreign 
leaders in their own areas of activity 
than did all the other American Secre
taries of State combined who preceded 
him. 

Mr. President, John Foster Dulles' 
mission was a prodigious one. By night 
and by day he flew through the air, 
visiting foreign countries, particularly 
troubled areas of the world, consulting 
with leaders abroad, always in the in
terest of international peace . . 

It seems to me the great genius Mr. 
Dulles brought to the office of Secretary· 
of State was his capacity to negotiate; 
and the fact that he had firmed up his 
knowledge of international affairs by 
his almost ceaseless travels made him 
a negotiator of tremendous ability. In 
bilateral or in multilateral conferences, 
his became the responsibility of repre
senting America ih its great desire for 
peace. The fact that the world had 
this sustained period nf his service in 
that office is its long-lasting tribute to 
the genius of John Foster Dulles as 
Secretary of State. 

Mrs. Mundt joins me in extending our 
sympathies to the family of Mr. Dulles, 
and in mourning the passing .of a great 
American. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I rise 
to support the resolution. 

Already many words have been used 
to describe the impact on his time of 
John Foster Dulles. HistorY, taking the 
long view, will have more to say. From 
the limited perspective of our day, it is 
difficult to speak of him and his influ
ence and say something which has not 
already been said. Yet, for those who 
knew him personally, · the temptation 1s 
irresistible to add another voice to the 
chorus. 



1959 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 9051 
As a member of the House Commit

tee on Foreign Affairs, it was my duty 
for 6 years to pay special attention to 
the works of Secretary Dulles, and it was 
my privilege to come to know him per
sonally. While I did not always find 
myself in complete agreement with 
everything he did and said, never did an 
occasion arise to cause me to question 
his integrity, his wholehearted desire 
for peace, and, above all, his indomitable 
will to advance the welfare of his coun
try. 

On May 11 I addressed some remarks 
to a joint session of the legislature of 
my State. On that occasion I said in 
part: 
- Mr. Dulles' -personal tra"gedy touches the 
lleart of every one of us. He is a great pa
triot who has .given his country the last 
full measure of -devotion. No soldier on the 
line of battle could contribute 'more. 

John Foster Dulles dedicated his life 
to freedom's struggle against tyranny. 
No monument of steel or stone can pay 
him greater tribute than the renewed 
dedication of his fellow Americans to 
the winning of that continuing struggle. 
His methods and tactics will doubtless 
be changed as conditions change, but the 
ideals for which he fought ·so relentlessly 
and the purposes for which he gave his 
mortal life-these will be preserved in 
the hearts of his countrymen and in the 
hearts of men who love freedom every
where. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, let us 
remember that Mr. Dulles was, all too 
briefly_ a Member of this body. 

On July 7, 1949, my predecessor, Irv
ing Ives, rose on this :floor to announce 
that the Governor of New York had 
just appointed John Foster Dulles a 
Senator from New York to fill the va
cancy occasioned by the resignation, due 
to ill health, of Senator Robert F. 
Wagner. Whereupon the late Senator 
Vandenberg, of Michigan, took the floor 
to epitomize Mr. Dulles in these eloquent 
words: 

His long association in the active leader
ship of the spiritual forces of this Nation is 
the key to his character. 

Senator Vandenberg said further of 
the newly appointed Senator Dulles: 

His long association with public affairs in 
intimate work for collective security and 
world peace is the key to his public atti
tudes. We are to associate, Mr. President, 
with a great mind, a great heart, and a great 
experience, and I, for one, am happy to em
brace this immediate opportunity to express 
my deep gratitude that the Senate is to 
enjoy the advantage of the membership of 
this distinguished American. 

Mr. President, we can add but little 
here today to all that has been said and 
written of John Foster Dulles. Nor can 
we with words add significantly to his 
stature, for his deeds have long since 
made him one of the towering figures of 
the 20th century. We can but express 
the sorrow that is in our hearts at the 
removal from the American scene of the 
noble landmark, the great American, 
and the splendid human being, who was 
our Secretary of State. 

In these sad days of mourning, it is 
app::-opriate to recall the principles to 
which Foster Dulles devoted his life
and, indeed, gave his life. 

In times when people .tend to be car
ried away with the sound of words like 
"flexibility" and "new aproach," a re
dedication of the American people to 
Dulles' principles would be a most fitting 
tribute to this man, this exceptionally 
capable public servant, who cared more 
to be right than to be popular. 

John Foster Dulles knew that the 
most important question of our time is 
whether the free Western nations can 
stand up for a long period of years to 
the relentless and implacable assaults 
of the Communist foe-a foe whose idea 
of negotiations is to couple completely 
unreasonable demands with the ugliest 
and crudest of threats. 

Secretary Dulles realized that the 
surest way .to prove to the Soviets that 
their aggressive policies work is to yield, 
in the name of "flexibility," or "new ap
proach," a piece of the free world here, 
a right of a free people there, upon 
each new outburst of demands and 
threats. 

Appeasement is an old and tragic 
story in the history of free nations. 
While Mr. Dulles was always ready for 
fruitful negotiations in good faith, may 
it be said, to his everlasting credit; that 
John Foster Dulles was the solid rock 
upon which the waves of Communist 
aggression dashed violently-and then 
subsided-over and over again, through 
the significant period of American his
tory in which we have recently lived. 
- Secretary Dulles' long and extraor
dinarily distinguished service to this Na
tion was based solidly upon morality and 
faith in God. Only a man so based and 
so oriented could have so magnificently 
withstood the clamors, the fears, the 
enticements of expediency and the criti
cism of the ill-informed which daily 
formed obstacles as he pursued his goal. 

And in his lifetime, at least, he at
tained his goal. For he saved the peace. 

The years ahead will tell us how en
during a monument to Foster Dulles that 
peace will prove to be. We cannot know 
this today. This much we do know: 

That John Foster Dulles has shown us 
the road to just and lasting peace, and 
has taken us along that road some dis
tance. If we prove worthy of his mem
ory, we may stay upon that road. God 
grant that we shall. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I wish 
to associate myself with the remarks 
made by my distinguished colleagues in 
this body paying tribute to the late John 
Foster Dulles. I have known John Fos
ter Dulles for some 20 years. I was 
associated with him in the Senate of the 
United States. I maintained a close per
sonal relationship with him over the 
years. 

Many years ago I came to admire John 
Foster Dulles, but, during recent years 
with my admiration there has developed 
a profound respect for the man and for 
the magnificent work he has done. He 
has rendered a service to our country 
and to the free world which few other 
men in our history have rendered. 

I join with my distinguished colleagues 
in paying this tribute to a great man, 
one who will be sorely missed in the 
days that lie ahead. 

- Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I, too, 
join with other Senators who have 
spoken on this occasion of the passing 
of John Foster Dulles. I learned to 
know him when he was working under 
former Secretary Acheson. I was then 
a member of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, and I later became chairman 
of the committee, which brought me 
into closer association with him. I have 
visited with him in his home. I have 
been with him on other occasions. 

Mr. President, today the world mourns 
the passing of one of the greatest, most 
dedicated Secretaries of State, one of 
the ablest servants of the American 
people, and one of the foremost protag
onists of the cause of peace, who has 
ever appeared on the -American scene. · 

Rarely in history has a man come to
public office so well equipped, so dedi-· 
cated, so willing to give of himself, his 
time, his energy, and his life. 

With a global outlool{-firmly founded 
upon an intimate knowledge of the 
world's weightiest problems-Foster 
served as a major architect of our free 
world anti-Communist policy. 

During these years, the Communists· 
were blocked again and again in their 
efforts to gain control of more land and 
people. 

Around the world, Foster's .courage and 
determination in support o f realistic 
policies he felt would best serve U.S. 
interests and world peace inspired the 
respect of his friends-and even of those 
who differed with him. 

The world will continue to reap bene-
fits from his service on into the future. 

The Holy Scripture reads: "Greater 
love hath no man than this, that a man 
lay down his life for his friends." Foster 
displayed that kind of love-giving his 
whole life to the service of his country 
and to mankind. During these days, the 
outpouring of tributes from leaders in 
lands around the earth indicate homage 
to the courage, integrity, high morality, 
dedication, and unceasing devotion to 
the cause of peace and protection of 
human liberties with which he served 
our Nation and humanity. 

With deep sorrow for the passing of 
a venerated friend and loyal servant, 
the free world can be humbly grateful 
for having benefited from his long and 
fruitful lifetime of dedicated service. 

Mr. President, there was published in 
last night's Evening Star an article writ
ten by David Lawrence which I think 
merits reading and rereading, since it is 
a story about John Foster Dulles. 

Also in the Evening Star of May 25, 
1959, there was published an editorial en
titled "John Foster Dulles." 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle and editorial be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
and edit-Orial were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Evening Star, May 25, 

1959] 
EUROPE HEAPS PRAISE ON DULLEs--STRIKING 

CONTRAST IN APPRAISAL NOTED SINCE CANCEB 

REMOVED HIM FROM SCENE 

(By David Lawrence) 
GENEVA.-The air waves of Europe have 

been filled with tributes to John Foster 
Dulles. Words of praise were broadcast by .... 
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the radio stations everywhere y~sterday as 
the sad news of the death of the former Sec
retary of State became known. 

The contrast between what ls being said 
now and what was said a year or so ago is 
striking. Somehow the free world came to 
appreciate Mr. Dulles only when it was ap
parent that, being stricken with a fatal can
cer, he would be lost to the councils of the 
Western governments. 

Listening to the eloquent eulogy by Sel
wyn Lloyd, the British Foreign Minister, as 
it came over the British Broadcasting Co. 
yesterday afternoon, this correspondent felt 
that no more fitting appraisal could have 
been uttered in government circles anywhere. 
For, as Mr. Lloyd put it, there was no "inflexi
bility" about Mr. Dulles except on matters of 
principle, and he had the courage to stick to 
moral principle even in the face of the bit
terest criticism. 

The position of John Foster Dulles in his
tory is in a sense being fixed earlier than 
might otherwise have been the case. For he 
was suddenly removed from the scenes of his 
greatest labors at a time of crisis. His states
manship began to be appraised in the highest 
terms when it was realized that he would 
no longer be available to guide the free world. 

Mistakes there were in Mr. Dulles' handling 
of some of the multifarious problems that 
came to him for solution, but he was the first 
to admit and to correct them. He was not 
rigid in a negotiation. Indeed, he was re
sourceful and never felt that the door should 
be slammed when there was a possibility of 
agreement. 

He had a faith that the West could win 
the long battle with the Communists only 
by sticking to principle and refusing to 
compromise on fundamentals. His critics 
thought he was unrealistic and that he 
should accept the Soviet position as one not 
likely ever to change. 

Dulles realized that Americans often were 
too impatient and sometimes were ready to 
appease on the false theory that this would 
be of benefit in the end and bring peace. 
He felt just the opposite--that appeasement 
or surrender at the time would mean dan
gerous complications later on and that 
maybe we would not have been plunged into 
two World Wars if firmness, instead of vacil
lating diplomacy, had been manifested early 
enough by the Western allies. 

Mr. DUlles frequently was represented as 
a believer in a one-man department be
cause he handled so many problems per
sonally. But he did develop a fine staff, and 
his legacy is the great team in the Depart
ment of State today. 

The picture of Mr. Dulles that unfriendly 
critics painted was that of a man who un
duly influenced President Eisenhower. This 
was not true. Mr. Dulles always functioned 
as an adviEer-as a lawyer to his client-
pointing out the different courses of action 
and leaving it to the President to make the 
decision. 

It was this quality of deference rather 
than any kind of domination which en
deared Mr. Dulles to the President. In fact, 
Mr. Eisenhower's respect and admiration for 
Mr. DUlles constantly grew, and a deep affec
tion developed between the two men. When 
Mr. Eisenhower learned that there was no 
hope of a recovery and that Mr. Dulles had 
himself recognized the facts and submitted 
his resignation, the grief of the President 
was noticeable. The hesitation in announc
ing the immediate appointment of a succes
sor was due in large part to the feeling 
that no news should for a day or 2 at least 
be permitted to overshadow the story of the 
departing statesman from the Government 
he had served so long and so faithfully. 

Mr. Eisenhower had tears in his eyes when, 
at the press conference in Augusta, he an
nounced Dulles' resignation. To Press Sec
retary Hagerty, who rode away from the 

scene with him, the President said: "It's like 
losing a brother." 

· Somehow, since a termination o;f service 
was inevitable some future day, it is a splen
did thing that John Foster Dulles, lying on 
his hospital bed these 'last few weeks, lived 
to see his principles vindicated in the world
wide acclaim given him. 

Mr. Dulles' ambition from early days was 
to serve in the State Department where his 
grandfather, John W. Foster, had been Secre
tary of State in the Republican administra
tion of President Benjamin Harrison, and 
where his uncle, Robert Lansing, had served 
as Secretary of State to President Woodrow 
Wilson, Democrat. 

The life of Mr. Dulles was enveloped in 
diplomacy and foreign relations from the 
time he graduated from Princeton University 
in 1908. Just a year ago, at the 50th reunion 
of his class, Mr. Dulles spoke at length in an 
off-the-record address which moved even 
some of the critics of his policies. At the 
time they described it as an expression of 
deepest sincerity and the highest devotion 
to principle. 

John Foster Dulles is gone. A great states
man-perhaps one of the greatest in modern 
times-has departed. While the free world 
today appreciates what he did, it is important 
now that his principles and the doctrines he 
preached shall not be forsaken by his own 
Government or by the governments of the 
free world for the preservation of whose 
liberties and freedoms he gave unstintingly 
and unselfishly all his ability, his strength, 
and his energy. 

[From the Washington Evening Star, May 25, 
1959] 

JOHN FOSTER DULLES 

He did not live to see the attainment of 
that goal to the pursuit of which he gave 
so unreservedly of his time and energies
the goal of "a just and durable peace." Dur
ing his last illness, however, John Foster 
Dulles had what must have been the satis
faction of knowing that a host of critics had 
come to a better understanding of his aims, 
methods, and towering contributions to the 
cause in which he served. 

It is not easy, in retrospect, to understand 
the motives behind the merciless and often 
vicious criticisms which were piled upon 
Mr. Dulles, and which made more difficult a 
seemingly impossible assignment. For, if he 
was not a man to win friends easily, the na
ture of his undertaking and his high-minded, 
unselfish, and skillful devotion to the cause 
of peace should at least have commanded 
respect and support. Outwardly, he ignored 
the savage and generally unjust attacks by 
those who had neither a better program nor 
the slightest responsibility for consequences. 
Being human, however, he felt the sting of 
these slings and arrows, and he was ap
preciative of such support and encourage
ment as he received. 

Mr. Dulles, in a sense, was a complex per
sonality. Gifted with a high order of in
telligence, he was not to be easily turned 
aside from a course which, in his deliberate 
way, he had decided was both just and 
efficacious. It is not true, however, that he 
was given to dogmatic judgments and un
yielding attitudes. His was a questioning 
mind, a mind which was constantly reap
praising his own assumptions and reexamin
ing alternatives. If a change in tactics 
seemed desirable, he was always receptive to 
the arguments, pro and con. His inflexi
bility, of which so much has been heard, was 
discoverable in his fundamental philosophy, 
not in methods or procedures. 

A lifetime spent in diplomacy and the law 
had left Mr. Dulles deeply convinced that 
any worthwhile search for peace must be 
conducted within a framework of dedication 
to basic moral values. He believed that we 
must conserve our own vital interests while 

respecting those of other nations. And he 
was confident that these principles could 
best be preserved by a resolute and stated 
willingness to fight for them, if need be. In 
his devotion to these fundamentals, he was 
indeed inflexible. In the tactical details, 
however, he was adaptable and flexible, and 
the best evidence of this will be found in 
the number of critics whom he was able to 
convert into supporters and even admirers. 

Mr. Dulles' place in history must be left 
to the historians. All that his contempo
raries can say is that no man ever served as 
Secretary of State under conditions more dif
ficult or more fraught with the potentials of 
disaster for our civilization. To the best of 
his great ability, he discharged his respon
sibilities with steadfast courage, devotion, 
competence and integrity. What more could 
have been asked? · 

Death came to Mr. DUlles at a time when 
pressures may prove to be beyond the con
trol of men seem to be forcing a decision for 
war or peace. Before this year is out the 
decisive turn, one way or the other, may have 
been taken. We want to believe, and we 
think there is some reason to believe, that 
the foreign ministers and the heads of sta.te, 
knowing the appalling consequences of 
armed conflict, will take a first small step 
toward peace with justice. If this should 
come about, it will be the finest possible 
monument to the memory and the works of 
John Foster Dulles. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to 
join with my colleagues in the tributes 
paid today to John Foster Dulles, whose 
seat I hold in the Senate. He was suc
ceeded by Senator Lehman, of New York, 
and I succeeded Senator Lehman. 

I have also had a longstanding asso
ciation with Secretary Dulles, encom
passing all the time I have been admitted 
to the bar, which is now some 32 years. 
He was for most of that time the head of 
the distinguished law firm of Sullivan 
and Cromwell, of New York, with whom 
my firm had a good deal of business. I 
knew him as a lawyer first and foremost, 
as a Senator and a political colleague, 
and as Secretary of State. 

Mr. President, a number of things have 
been taught us by the life of this out
standing and distinguished American. 
One is that it is possible for heroes to die 
in bed. The whole world, I think, realizes 
that former Secretary Dulles literally 
laid down his life in the cause of freedom. 
Perhaps his passing is the most signal 
demonstration of how a human being can 
literally wear himself out in a great 
cause. 

Second, I do not think any man of our 
time more thoroughly indoctrinated the 
American people with the profundity and 
grimness of the struggle with commu
nism and the depth of value and re
sources called for in us in order to cope 
with it. Also, I do not think any man 
of our time, notwithstanding all dissen
sion about his conduct of affairs, had a 
deeper confidence in the fact that we 
could prevail-and had an excellent 
chance to prevail by peaceful means--if 
we did the right things. 

These elements of his character afford 
tremendous lessons for the world. As 
the days go on and as we forget about 
the dissensions, which already begin to 
appear to be minor, the lesson of John 
Foster Dulles as a great world leader and 
great Secretary of State will be borne in 
very deeply upon the American people 
and upon the people of the world. His 
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heroism in life, as in death, will be ·an ob
ject lesson for all the world to follow. 

I consider it an honor to join with so 
many of my colleagues today so that the 
permanent RECORD of the Senate will 
show, for Secretary Dulles' family; whom 
I also know-for his wife, his children, 
his sister, his brother, and his many 
other kin-what we all thought about 
him in a moment of solemnity such as 
this. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I wish 
to join my colleagues in expressing regret 
at the passing of John Foster Dulles. A 
great statesman has gone to his reward. 
John Foster Dulles lived a full and re
warding life because he had a firm and 
boundless faith in his God. 

Those who had the privilege of know
ing Mr. Dulles could not help feeling 
and understanding the deep conviction 
that his life was guided by a divine 
being. He never lacked the faith. 

I believe that when history is written 
he will be judged not only for the poli
cies which he pursued inflexibly, but will 
be judged as one of God's noblemen. 

His character and stability stood out 
as a pillar of strength and virtue, not 
only in. our Nation, but also among the 
nations of the world. 

Mr. Dulles has left an indelible mark 
in the history of our Nation and has 
laid down the guidelines for years to 
come. 

I express my sympathy to Mrs. Dulles 
and members of the family. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
also wish to express my personal regret 
to the family of John Foster Dulles, and 
I desire to present to the Senate a reso
lution which was adopted unanimously 
by the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
and which I was instructed to read to the 
Senate and to send to the family of John 
Foster Dulles. The resolution reads as 
follows: 
R -ESOLUTION BY U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ON 

FOREIGN RELATIONS, MAY 26, 1959 
Whereas John Foster Dulles served as Sec

retary of State from 1953 to 1959; and 
Whereas John Foster Dulles served as a 

U.S. Senator in 1949 and assisted the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations in its considera
tion of the Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 
1951; and 

Whereas John Foster Dulles served the 
Government of the United States in nu
merous other positions, notably as delegate 
to the United Nations Conference on In
ternational Organization at San Francisco 
in 1945, as adviser to the Council of Foreign 
Ministers in 1946, 1947, and 1949, and as 
representative of the United States to the 
United Nations General Assembly in 1946, 
1947, 1948, and 1950; and 

Whereas John Foster Dulles as consultant 
to the Secretary of State negotiated the 
peace treaty with Japan and the mutual 
defense treaties with Japan, the Philippines, 
and Australia and New Zealand; and 

· Whereas John Foster Dulles always de
voted his full energy and ability to the 
service of his Nation; and 

Whereas, the Nation, the Senate, and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations will deeply 
miss the counsel of John Foster Dulles; and 

Whereas John Foster Dulles dedicated his 
life to the service of humanity and the goal 
of peace: Now, therefore, be it 

ResoZve4, That the Committee on Foreign 
Relations expresses its deepest sympathy to 
the family of John Foster Dulles and its 
sincere appreciation for his lifetime of de-

votion to the welfare and security of the 
United States and the free world. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, just 
a few days less than 4 years ago it was 
my great privilege to participate with 
our revered Secretary of .State, the Hon
orable John Foster Dulles, in a brief me
morial ceremony at the graves of his an
cestors in southern Indiana. 

There, in a simply marked cemetery, 
lay the remains of his great..;great-grand
parents, George and Jane Foster. It was 
there, Mr. President, on June 12, 1955, 
that I stood by him as he revered the 
memory of his forebears and said: 

It is from such places as this that the great 
men and women have come to lead our 
Nation. 

It has always seemed to me, Mr. 
President, that this offhand, almost un
recorded comment, bespoke the true 
simplicity, and in that simplicity, the true 
greatness of John Foster Dulles. 

That simple little ceremony, Mr. 
President, occurred near the small town 
of Otwell, Ind., in Pike County. Spe
cifically, the ceremony occurred . in the 
cemetery on a spot which somebody 
called many, many years ago Delectable 
Hill. The graves of Mr. Dulles' great
great-grandparents are there preserved 
in a guarded area. 

John Foster Dulles' grandfather, 
John W. Foster, was a native of Evans
ville, Ind. He, too, served as Secretary 
of State under another Hoosier, Presi
dent Benjamin Harrison. 

Mr. Dulles came to Indiana in 1905 at 
the age of 17 with his grandfather when 
Mr. Foster was a warded an honorary 
doctor's degree by Indiana University 
from which he had graduated 50 years 
before. 

Thus, it was just 100 years after his 
grandfather's graduation that John Fos
ter Dulles returned to Indiana Univer
sity where, on June 12, 1955, he, too re
ceived an honorary doctorate. 

Mr. President, I shall always remem
ber the address which John Foster 
Dulles delivered at Indiana University 
on that occasion; therefore I ask unani
mous consent that it be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PATRIOTISM 

(Address by the Honorable John Foster 
Dulles, Secretary of State, at the bacca 
laureate ceremony of the University of 
Indiana, Bloomington, Ind., June 12, 1955) 
It is indeed a great privilege for me to be 

here and to have the opportunity of talking 
with you on an occasion which for me is full 
of sentiment. It was just 100 years ago that 
my grandfather, John W. Foster, was gradu
ated from this university. It was just 50 
years ago that he received from this uni
versity the honorary degree which, I under
stand, the university plans to confer upon 
me tomorrow. My grandfather, whose n ame 
I bear, exerted a great influence over my life 
and he had ideals and purposes which I have 
tried to make my own. 

He was a deeply patriotic American. He 
belonged to the period which saw this coun
try rapidly developing from a small Atlantic 
coast group into a Nation that spread across 
the · continent. He fought to preserve the 
Union; and then on diplomatic missions anq 
as Secretary of State he helped to spread the 

influence of this Nation throughout the 
world both in Europe and in Asia. 

He deeply revered his forebears, who had 
been pioneers in settling this part. of our 
Nation. He wrote a private booklet in
scribed "Don't Let the Little Ones Forget, .. 
in which he told for his descendants the 
story of his own forebears, his grandfather, 
my great-great-grandfather, on whose grave 
I laid a wreath today, and his father. 

To me that story has symbolized the spirit 
of our Nation. I vividly recall being told of 
how my great-grandfather, as a young boy of 
17, had struck out into the West to get away 
from what seemed to him the overpopulated 
East. After a foot voyage of exploration, he 
had fixed upon a forest tract in southern 
Indiana, as a future homestead. He then 
brought his aged parents-his father was 
then 79 years old-from the East to settle 
here and gained a livelihood by hunting and 
by cutting hickory for hogshead hoops and 
floating them on a raft down the Ohio and 
Mississippi Rivers to New Orleans, where 
hogsheads were needed for molasses. Then 
he would walk back through the 1,200 miles 
of dangerous trails from New Orleans to his 
log-cabin home here in Indiana. Finally, he 
became a farmer, a merchant, and then a 
judge, in the growing community he had 
helped to create. 

That spirit of enterprise, that vision, that 
industry, and that rugged independence 
have been characteristic of our Nation. 
There are indeed few Americans who cannot 
find in their family history similar stories 
of those who risked much and endured 
much to bring a dream into reality. It is 
those qualities which within the short span 
of 150 years have brought our people from 
national infancy into forming the greatest 
Nation on earth. 

In some quarters there has developed a 
tendency to scorn patriotism. Indeed, there 
are a few who find patriotism unfashion
able and who go so far as to assume that 
institutions and ideas are better if only they 
bear a foreign label. Also, there is a theory 
that this mood is necessary if we are to de
velop international institutions and main
tain international peace. 

It seems to me that love of country is 
one of the great and indispensable virtues. 
No community is weaker because the mem
bers of the families which make it up
the mother, the father, the sons, the daugh
ters, the brothers, and sisters-are bound 
together by distinctive ties of love, respect, 
and admiration. So I am convinced that the 
family of nations wlll not be the poorer or 
the more fragile because t h e peoples who 
form the d ifferent nations have a special af 
fection and pride for their own people and 
for the nation they form. 

I recall that St. Paul took great pride, 
which he did not attempt to conceal, in the 
achievements of his own people. To me, one 
of the most inspiring chapters in the Bible 
is the 11th chapter of Hebrews where St. 
Paul recalls, in epic words, the great deeds 
which had been wrought through faith by 
national heroes-men and women. 

Recently I was asked to open an exhibit 
of the oldest known print of the Bible, in 
the Aramaic language, an d in t hat con nec
tion to select one of my favorite verses. I 
selected that portion of the epistle to the 
Hebrews where St. Paul, after the historical 
recital to which I allude, concludes by say
ing, "Seeing that we are compassed about 
by so great a cloud of witnesses, let us run 
with endurance the race that is set before 
us." 

If it was appropriate for St. Paul to enter
tain . those sentiments, I think it is equally 
appropriate for us. We, too, of our Nation 
can look back with pride to the great figures 
which our Nation has produced, who 
through faith wrought much. , 

Surely, we, too, can feel that we are com .. 
passed about by a great cloud of wit n esses 
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who are observing our conduct and who by 
their spirit seek to inspire us to carry for
ward the great national and international 
tasks to which they dedicated their lives and 
to which they committed our Nation by 
their strivings and by their faith. 

Our national course has to a unique de
gree been shaped by religious beliefs. Our 
people have in the main been God-fearing 
people. They believed in moral principles 
derived from a source above us. They were 
dedicated to human liberty because they 
believed that men had been endowed by their 
Creator with inalienable rights. So, they 
provided that those rights must at all times 
be respected, assuring the sovereignty of the 
individual against the dictatorship of the 
state. They were confident that the human 
liberty they thus assured would not be ex
ercised recklessly and in disregard of fellow 
men because they were confident that our 
citizens would obey the moral law which 
prescribes the Ten Commandments of the 
Old Testament and the two great command
ments of the New Testament, "Thou shalt 
love thy neighbor as thyself" and "Whatso
ever ye would that men would do to you, 
do you even so to them." 

As George Washington pointed out in his 
Farewell Address, religion and morality are 
the two indispensable supports of a free so
ciety . . "In vain," he said, "would that man 
claim the tribute of patriotism, who should 
labor to subvert these great pillars of human 
happiness, these firmest props of the duties 
of men and citizens." Indeed, a society 
which is not religious cannot tolerate much 
freedom. It is dangerous to give freedom to 
those who do not feel under moral compul
sion to exercise self-control and who are un
willing to make sacrifices for the good of 
others. 

It results that true patriotism, which 
vitalizes liberty . and freedom for ourselves, 
can never be a purely selfish force. That has 
been ever evident so far as our Nation was 
concerned. Our people have always been 
endowed with a sense of mission in the 
world. They have believed that it was their 
duty to help men everywhere to get the op
portunity to be and to do what God de
signed. They saw a great prospect and were 
filled with a great purpose. As said in the 
opening paragraph of the Federalist Papers, 
"It seems to have been reserved to the peo
ple of this country, by their conduct and 
example, to decide whether societies of men 
are capable of establishing good govern
ment." "Failure on their part," . it con
tinues, would be "the general misfortune 
of mankind." 

Under the impulsion of that faith, there 
developed here an area of spiritual, intellec
tual, and economic vigor, the like of which 
the world had never seen. It was no ex
clusive preserve; indeed, sharing was the 
central theme. Millions were welcomed 
here from other lands, all to share equally 
the opportunities of the founders and their 
heirs. Through missionary activities and 
the establishment of schools and colleges 
abroad, American ideals were carried 
throughout the world. Our Government 
gave aid and comfort to those elsewhere who 
sought to increase human freedom. 

These have been the characteristics of our 
Nation since its foundation and those char
acteristics have persisted. They today 
make our Nation the leader in the struggle 
to maintain liberty in the world. I believe 
we can say that in these times, when despot
ism menaces as never before, our Nation is 
playing a part worthy of our forebears and 
is imbued with the spirit of those who 
founded our Republic. We have availed of 
every opportunity, whether it be through 
the United Nations or through mutual se
curity associations with other free nations, 
to make our influence felt in support of 
freedom. We have, as a m·atter of enlight-

ened self-interest, contributed largely out of 
our vast productivity to others who, if left 
alone, could not sustain the freedom and 
independence for which they yearn. 

All of that is in the American tradition. 
We can be happy that that tradition thrives . 
and is vigorous and we can take pride in the 
fact that, inspired by our founders who saw 
a great vision, we are indeed with stead
fastness pursuing the course upon which 
they embarked us. 

There come times in the life of peoples 
when their work of creation ends. It is 
easy to diagnose the symptoms of that na
tional decadence. It is seen when a peo
ple lose their sense of mission in the world, 
when they think only of themselves, when 
they forget the Biblical injunction that, al
though we have different offices, we are all 
members one of another and that those who 
are strong ought to bear the infirmities of 
the weak. No one, be he individual or na
tion, is truly great who does not have the 
will and the capacity to help others or who 
is without a sense of mission. 

We can take pride in our Nation because 
since the day of its creation, and with but 
few lapses, its purposes have been large and 
its goals have been humane. We can re
joice that that spirit animates our Nation 
today, and makes us still young, still vital 
and still capable of great endeavor. Our 
youth, such as you who now enter into the 
larger world, are spirited, not selfish nor 
fearful. Our religious heritage and our na
tional traditions are not forgotten. As we 
are faithful to their guidance, we can have 
the satisfaction which comes to those who, in 
fellowship, are embarked on the great ad
venture of building peacefully a Nation and 
a world of human liberty and justice. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, in 
that address Mr. Dulles spoke great 
words of wisdom, as he always did. I 
commend that address to the reading of 
all Senators because it not only recounts 
in some detail the Indiana background 
of his forebears but it is a scholarly dis
cussion of the relationship between 
Christianity and the American way of 
life as exemplified by the principles 
guiding the life of a great statesman. 

To have known John Foster D-ulles as 
a Member of the U.S. Senate, as Secre
tary of State, as a confidante in matters 
of foreign relations, and as a true friend 
is a memory which I shall forever 
treasure. 

Thus, Mr. President, with all solemnity 
I speak for the people of Indiana and, 
more particularly, for my neighbors in 
Pike County, Ind., my own birthplace, in 
paying tribute to a Christian gentleman, 
a great patriot, a great diplomat, and one 
of the outstanding statesmen of our 
time, John Foster Dulles. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the 
world has lost a great statesman in the 
death of John Foster Dulles. 

He was a devoted public servant of the 
highest order. He served his country in 
many ways-in the U.S. Senate, where, 
in 1949 he represented the State of New 
York; as foreign affairs adviser to two 
Democratic Presidents; and, finally, in 
his last post, as Secretary of State. 

Although I did not agree with him on 
many issues affecting our foreign policy, 
I never once doubted his sincerity of pur
pose . . 

John Foster Dulles loved America, and 
served her with great distinction. Even 
after death, that service will continue, 
for he left his countrymen a rich heritage 
of dedicated service. · 

. Mr. HENNINGS.- Mr. President, the· 
Nation's head is bowed; the Nation's 
heart is heavy. 

Over the land men are eulogizing the 
life,. the deeds; the devotion of John 
Foster Dulles. These tributes are emi
nently deserved. 

There is no need to speak at length on 
the death of this great American-this 
great patriot. His work, his life, speak 
more eloquently than anyone could pos
sibly speak. His goal was the goal of all 
freedom-loving peoples. His sincerity 
of purpose and his devotion to duty were 
inspiring and selftess. His capacity and 
high order of ability were recognized 
throughout the world. He drove himself 
in his Nation's service unmercifully. His 
sense of duty was such that he imposed 
upon himself tasks which no doubt 
hastened the end of his illustrious life. 

The name of John Foster Dulles will 
forever illuminate the scroll of the illus
trious great of the Republic. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I wish 
to support the resolution submitted by 
the distinguished minority leader of the · 
Senate concerning John Foster Dulles. 
Today in this Chamber many have stood 
to speak in sorrow and praise about ,our 
late Secretary of State. I wish, humbly, 
to associate myself with those statements 
of conviction which· constitute the pro
found and soaring tribute so vividly won. 

John Foster Dulles was a master in his 
field. By training, by discipline, by 
dedication, by superb mental prowess, he 
typified the niost rigorous meaning of 
the word "professional." He qualified to 
the highest degree as both a traditional 
and a modern diplomat. 

Another quality of his leadership was · 
the spiritual fervor which provided con
tinuous sustenance to the unusual di
mensions of his judgment on the most 
sqphisticated and critical aspects of a 
humankind's destiny. · He vitally recom
mitted us to the very essence of the · 
founding and survival of this Nation. 

A man of principle, therefore, he 
etched in the annals of this epoch the 
strength, the courage, and the stamina 
so desperately needed, and so frequently 
lacking, to bring principles to life and to 
clear value before the world. In a time 
when experts in the matters of interna
tional affairs-both scholars and prac
titioners-sought, honestly, to end the 
scary and weakening effects of the stale
mate in ~he struggle for peace through · 
policies of flexibility, "disengagement," 
and the like, he quietly, patiently, firmly, 
and forcefully insisted on the wisdom of 
his larger vision of the nature and threat 
of world communism. He was creatively 
resolute. 

John Foster Dulles was both a brilliant 
symbol and a brilliant force of the qual
ities which America most stands for and 
most desperately needs. 

We must be grateful for a President 
who so well recognized the true value of 
this man; and all of us can gain from 
recognizing the unique relationship of . 
warmth and depth . and trust which Mr. 
Eisenhower and our former Secretary of 
State shared. 

I trust that all of us do know what a, 
really profound moment of sorrow John 
Foster Dulles' death is for us, Mr. Presi.:. 
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dent, and at the same time, of course, 
that the power and perspective of this 
American's contribution assure for it an 
endurance and a continuing vitality 
which the earthly man himself could not 
match. 

Mr. SCO'IT .. Mr. President, the free 
world mourns the passing of John Fos
ter Dulles. He does, indeed, typify those 
of whom it was said in the days of an
cient Rome, and of whom it is still said 
today, they dese1've well of the Republic. 

His strong voice was heard in all of 
the areas of controversy, stress, and tur
moil. Wherever freedom stood, its ban
ners unfurled, in defending high prin
ciple and nobility of purpose, there was 
found our eminent and distinguished 
Secretary of State. 

He was ind~ the very strong voice of 
the United States, and of all men and 

·women everywhere who love and honor 
and fight for freedom, who aline them
selves on the side of right and justice, 
and against slavery and tyranny, which 
are the eternal enemy of the dignity of 
mankind. 

The world mourns John Foster Dulles. 
There is not another like him. 

I join in the expression of grief and 
sadness at his passing, and in the pride 
which we all feel in his achievements, 
and in extending condolences to his fam
ily and loved ones. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does any 
other Senator wish to speak on the pend
ing resolution? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the resolution. 

The resolution was unanimously 
agreed to. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON APPRO
PRIATIONS FOR THE NATIONAL 
CANCER INSTITUTE-TRIBUTE TO 
JOHN FOSTER DULLES 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 

never had the privilege or the oppor
tunity of knowing Secretary of State 
John Foster Dulles personally. How
ever, I have long admired the courage, 
the knowledge, and the dedication with 
which he fulfilled his great responsibili
ties. 

Mr. President, I know that at a time 
like this words are futile. Therefore I 
desire to point out that tomorrow morn
ing, at 10 o'clock, hearings will open on 
appropriations for the National Cancer 
Institute. It will be my privilege to ap
pear at that time and to testify, along 
with such eminent medical men in the 
field of cancer research as Dr. Sidney 
Farber, of the Children's Cancer Re
search Foundation; Dr. I. S. Ravdin, of 
the University of Pennsylvania Medical 
School; and others. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that that 
will be the time for us to memorialize 
the career of John Foster Dulles, and to 
do so with deeds, rather than with words. 

It is my hope that a generous, ample, 
and adequate appropriation this year 
for the great research programs of the 
National Cancer Institute will be dedi
cated to John Foster Dulles and to any 
of those who in the future may struggle 
with this disease. 

I ask unanimous consent that a state
ment which I issued in tribute to Secre-

tary Oulles may be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. ~ 

There being no objection~ the state·
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR NEUBERGER 

John Foster Dulles will rank in history as 
one of the most dedicated and devoted men 
ever to serve as Secretary of State. He made 
many important contributions above and be:. 
yond the call of duty. By his early return 
to his post following cancer surgery several 
years ago, he may even have denied himself 
the prolonged therapy which could have pro
longed his life. Mrs. Neuberger and I sym
pathize fully with Mrs. Dulles and other 
members of the Dulles family in their great 
loss. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Morning 

business is now in ord·er. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which 
were referred as indicated: · 
REPORT ON STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MATERIALS 

STOCKPILING PROGRAM 

A letter from the Director, Office of Civil 
an~ Defense Mobilization, Executive Office 
of the President, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the strategic and critical 
materials stockpiling program, for the period 
July 1 to December 31, 1958 (with an accom.: 
panying report); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

REPORT ON ExPORT CONTROL 

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
export control, for the first quarter of 1959 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

AUDIT REPORT ON BUREAU OF CUSTOMS 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United St;:ttes, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, an aud.it report on the Bureau of Cus
toms, Treasury Department, December 1958 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED 
STATES OF CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immi
gration and Naturalization Service, Depart
ment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, . copies of orders entered, granting tem
porary admission into the United States of 
certain aliens (with accompanying papers); 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate, or presented, and referred as in
dicated: 

By the VICE PRESIDENT: 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of 

the State of Alaska; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs: 

"SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 23 
"-To the Honorable Dwight D. Eisenhower, 

President of the United States; the Hon
orable Richard Nixon, President of the 
U.S. Senate; the Honorable Sam Ray
burn, Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives; the Honorable E. L. Bartlett 
and the Honorable Ernest Gruening, 
Senators from Alaska; the Honorable 
Ralph J. Rivers, Representative from 
Alaska; the Honorable Fred A. Seaton, 
Secretary of the Interior; the Honor- . 
able Glenn L. -Emmons, Commissioner 
of Indian Affairs; the Honorable James 

E. Hawkins, Alaska Area Director, Bu
reau of Indian Affairs: 

"Whereas there is at present serious lack 
of both elementary and secondary schools 
throughout the remote areas of Alaska; and 

"Whereas the present school facilities in 
such areas are overcrowded, and often dan
gerous due to age and condition; and 

"Whereas such conditions result in some 
300 school age children, particularly at the 
secondary 1evel, being unable to atten.ct 
school; and 

"Whereas education is a prime necessity 
if our native people are to progress to the 
point of economic and social self-sufficiency; 
and 

"Whereas the Juneau Area Office of the 
Bureau o.f Indian Affairs has plans for the 
construction of the needed school facilities 
for all such remote areas; and 

"Whereas these construction plans of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs clearly reflect the 
real and present scl:).ool needs of- the native 
communities of Alaska; and 

"Whereas due to appropriation limitations 
these plans are scheduled out over a number 
of years, causing the building program to 
fail far behind current needs; 

"Now, there,fore, your memorialist respect
fully urges that proper legislation be passed 
by the 86th Congress allowing for appropria
tions to carry out immediately the school 
construction plans as outlined in the pro
gram request for elementary and high school 
construction of the Juneau Area Office of 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs for the year 
1959. 

"Passed by the Senate March 30, 1959. 

"Attest: 

"WILLIAM E. BELTZ, 
"President of the Senate. 

"KATHERINE T. ALEXANDER, 

" Secretary of the Senate. 
"Passed by the House AprilS, 1959. 

"Attest: 

"WARREN A. TAYLOR, 

"Speaker of the House. 

"ESTHER REED, 

"Chief Clerk of the House!' 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of 

the State of Alaska; to the Committee on 
Public Works: 

"SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 26 

"To the Honorable Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
President of the United States; the Hon
orable Richard M. Nixon, President of the 
Senate; the Honorable Sam Rayburn, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives; 
the Honorable Fred A. Seaton, Secretary 
of the Interior; the Honorable Chairman 
and Members of the Senate and House 
Committees on Ways and Means, Finance 
and Interior and Insular Affairs; and the 
Alaska Delegation in Congress: 

"Your memoralist, the Legislature of the 
State of Alaska in the First State Legisla
ture,_ first session assembled, respectfully 
submits that: 

"Whereas the program for the construc
tion of essential capital improvements 
through the Alaska public works of the De
partment of Interior has been both success
ful and meritorious in . the years since its 
inception; and _ 

"Whereas this vital program and its sup
porting appropriation are due to expire on 
June 30, 1959; and 

"Whereas the impending demise of the 
program finds numerous needed and impor
tant projects already approved but scheduled 
to be shelved because of the expiration of 
the Alaska public works program; and 

"Whereas the tremendous impact of Fed
eral defense and other activities is still be
ing felt by Alaskan communities in their 
need for expanded school, water, sewerage, 
and other facilities far above what the State 
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and local governments can or should be ex-
pected to meet; . . . 

"Now. therefore. your memorialist urges 
that the President and the Congress take 
the necessary action before June 30, 1959, to 
extend the life of the Alaska public works 
program for 3 years and request author
ization of $30 million and appropriation of 
$10 million for the fiscal year of 1960 to ac
complish the projects which have been ap
proved or upon which approval is now pend
ing by the Department of the Interior. 

"Passed by the Senate April 10, 1959. 

"Attest: 

"WILLIAM E. BELTZ, 
"President of the Senate. 

"KATHERINE T. ALEXANDER, 
"Secretary of the Senate. 

"Passed by the House April 13, 1959. 

"Attest: 

"WARREN A. TAYLOR, 
"Speaker of the House. 

"ESTHER REED, 
"Chief Clerk of the House." 

A joint resolution of the Legislature of 
the State of Colorado; to the Committee on 
Banking and CUrrency: 

"HOUSE JOINT MEMORIAL 12 

.. Joint memorial memorializing the Congress 
of the United States to restore to the 
American people the right to acquire. 
possess, and dispose of gold in any form, 
to prohibit the sale of monetary gold by 
the United States for industrial and artis
tic purposes, and to regulate the price of 
gold in the settlement of foreign trade 
balances 
"Whereas the Gold Reserve Act of 1934 de

prived the people of the United States of 
their natural and constitutional right to 
acquire, possess, and dispose of gold coins 
or gold bullion, and further authorized the 
Secretary of the Treasury of the United 
States to prescribe the conditions under 
which gold may be acquired, held, imported, 
or exported for industrial and artistic ·uses, 
and for the settlement of international trade 
balances; and 

"Whereas the price of gold was officially 
fixed at $35 per ounce in the year 1934, and 
since then has never been increased, al
though costs of mining and all other ex
penses, including taxes, have greatly in
creased, and in some cases have doubled and 
even trebled in amount; and 

"Whereas thousands of gold mines in this 
and other Western States have closed down 
because of the utter impossibility of operat
ing at 1959 costs to produce a product which 
can only be sold at its 1934 price; and 

"Whereas because of the closing down of 
gold mines, hundreds of school districts, 
towns, and other governmental agencies in 
12 Western States, as well as such States and 
the National Government, have been de
prived of millions of dollars in tax revenues, 
once prosperous mining towns have become 
ghost towns, unemployment has increased. 
skilled miners have been scattered to the 
four winds. millions of dollars in mining 
machinery and buildings have been lost 
through nonuse, rust, and decay, and other 
millions of dollars of mine workings have 
been destroyed by cave-ins, rotting timbers,. 
flooded workings, and the like; and 

"Whereas the Gold Act of 1934 discrimi
nates in favor of goldsmiths and gold manu
facturers by guaranteeing to them a ready 
supply of gold raw materials from the mone
tary gold stocks of the United States at a 
price fixed by law in ·1934 and places no 
restrictions upon the price at which the 
products of such goldsmiths and gold manu
facturers are sold to the public; and 

"Whereas the Gold Act of 1934 discrimi
nates against the gold miner by compelling 
him to sell his products to one customer. 
th~ U.S. mint, at a price far below its cost 
of production; and 

''Whereas by insisting upon maintaining 
the price of gold at $35. an ounce for all 
purposes, the Treasury of the United States 
has bestowed great profit and wealth upon 
foreign countries and citizens of foreign 
countries to the detriment of the people of 
the United States by pricing gold in the 
settlement of trade balances with foreign 
nations and with citizens of foreign nations 
at $35 an ounce, and delivering gold in set
tlement of such balances at such price, and 
thus enabling the recipients of such gold to 
obtain an additional profit by selling such 
gold in other markets of the world where 
the price of gold is greater than $35 an 
ounce; and 

"Whereas the U.S. Government in valuing 
gold at $35 an ounce for the settlement of 
international trade balances places an in
surmountable hardship upon many indus
tries of the United States by granting for
eign countries, or citizens of foreign coun
tries, with competing industries the right to 
receive gold in payment of goods sold in this 
country, and by valuing such gold at $35 
an ounce in the making of such payments, 
thus enabling such foreign countries or in
dustries to obtain additional sums on goods 
sold in this country by selling the gold re
ceived in payment for such goods in mar
kets where the price of gold is greater than 
$35 an ounce. Because domestic industries 
are by law prohibited from receiving gold in 
payment of their products or acquiring or 
selling gold, they are denied this additional 
consideration; that this discrimination, to
gether with wide variation in the costs of 
labor, taxes, and other expenses between 
domestic industries and competing foreign 
industries is closing down entire industries 
in this country, creating unemployment, 
causing great loss of tax revenue and in
creased governmental expense; and 

"Whereas the practice of the United States 
in both buying and selling gold to domestic 
gold manufacturers and foreign banks and 
countries at $35 an ounce is continually de
pressing the price of gold, and has been and 
is preventing its increase in price along with 
prices of other commodities; and 

"Whereas this Nation has lost, and is now 
losing, and will continue to lose, its monetary 
gold to foreign nations so long as this Na
t ion prices its gold below the price paid for 
gold in foreign nations; and 

"Whereas without cost to the people of this 
Nation the gold mines of this country can 
be reopened, unemployment decreased, ghost 
tqwns again become flourishing communities, 
tax revenues be increased, costs of govern
ment reduced, and the right to own, possess 
and dispose of gold in any form be restored 
to the American people; and 

"Whereas since most metallic ore bodies 
contain varying quantities of gold in addi
tion to other metals, a realistic price for gold 
would benefit other mines whose principal 
production is in copper, lead, zinc, or other 
base metals: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the 42d General Assembly of the State of 
Colorado, the Senate concurring herein, That 
it respe?tfully memorializes the Congress of 
the Umted States to repeal those portions 
of the Gold Act of 1934 which deny to the 
_American people their natural and constitu
tional right to acquire, possess and dispose 
of metallic gold in any form, and that it re
store and confirm such right in the American 
people; be it further 

"Resolved, That the U.S. Treasury, the U.S. 
mint, the Federal Reserve Bank, and their 
officials, and any other agency of the U.S. 
Government, or its officials having custody of 
the monetary gold stocks of the United 
States, or any part of them, be prohibited 
from selling or otherwise disposing of any 
part of such gold stocks for artistic or in
dustrial purposes, or for any purpose other 
than bona fide monetary transactions; be it 
!uz:ther 

"Resolved, That in all settlements of in·
ternational trade balances or international 
monetary transactions of any kind with any 
foreign country or citizens of a foreign coun
try involving gold from the monetary gold 
stocks of the United States, that such gold 
for the purposes of such settlement or trans
action be valued at the official price of gold 
in such foreign country, but not less than $35 
per ounce; be it further 

"Resolved, That a copy of this memorial 
be transmitted to the President of the Sen
ate and the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives of the Congress of the United 
States, and to the Senators and Congress
men representing the State of Colorado in 
the Congress of the United States. 

"CHARLES R. CONKLIN. 
"Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

"ROBERT L. KNOUS, 
"President of the Senate. 

"ROBERT S. EBERHARDT, 

"Chief Clerk of the House of Repre
sentatives. 

"LUCILLE L. SHUSTER, 
"Secretary of the Senate." 

A joint resolution of the Legislature of 
the State of Colorado; to the Committee on 
Finance: 

"HOUSE JOINT MEMORIAL 11 
"Joint memorial memorializing the Congress 

of the United States to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code to allow the oil shale indus
try the same depletion allowance as that 
accorded the oil and gas industry 
"Whereas it is becoming apparent that 

the United States must eventually turn more 
and more to synthetic sources to supplement 
its petroleum resources, and for this reason 
the promotion and development of new do
mestic sources of fuel oils, including the 
mining and production of oil shale, is essen
tial; and 

"Whereas the depletion allowance now 
allowed on the mining of oil shale is less than 
that accorded the oil and gas industry; and 

"Whereas the oil shale industry, in the 
exploration and promotion of oil shale de
posits and in the mining of oil shale, should 
be given the same tax treatment as is ac
corded the oil and gas industry, in order to 
expand the oil shale industry and create a 
competitive market between the two indus
tries: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the 42d Geneml Assembly of the State of 
Colorado, the Senate concurring herein, That 
it respectfully memorializes the Congress of 
the United States to amend the Internal 
Revenue Act so as to provide that the de
pletion allowance allowed on the mining of 
oil shale be raised to 27Yz percent of the 
value of the oil produced from oil shale 
mined; and be it further 

"Resolved, That a copy of this memorial 
be transmitted to the President of the Senate 
and the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives of the Congress of the United States, 
and to the Senators and Congressmeh repre
senting the State of Colorado in the Congress · 
of the United States. 

"CHARLES S. CONKLIN, 
"Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

"ROBERT · S. EBERHARDT, 

"Chief Clerk of the House of Repre
sentatives. 

"ROBERT L. KNAUS, 
"President of the Senate. 

"LUCILLE ·L. SHUSTER, 
. "Secretary of the Senate." 

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of Oregon; to the Committee on Armed 
s~rvices: 

"ENROLLED SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 6 

"To the Honorable Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of 
America, in Congress Assembled: 

"We, your memorialists, the 50th Legisla
tive AsEembly of the State of Oregon, in leg-
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islative session assembled, most respectfully 
represent as follows: 

" 'Whereas the 85th session of Congress 
enacted a new military pay law, Public Law 
85-422, concerning an increase in the basic 
and other pay of Armed Forces personnel; 
and 

" 'Whereas this law denies to those retired 
after June 1, 1958, including those retired 
because of disability incurred in line of duty, 
to have their retired pay computed at the 
increased rate; and 

" 'Whereas retired members of the Armed 
Forces of the United States reside in every 
portion of our country, and the State of 
Oregon is privileged to have many retired 
personnel who have served their country 
faithfully and with distinction; and 

" 'Whereas there appears to be no basis for 
this gross discrimination against retired per
sonnel, who by reason of past meritorious 
services are equally entitled to benefits 
granted active duty members of the Armed 
Forces and survivors of military personnel; 
and 

" 'Whereas the circumstances of retire
ment should not penalize these members of 
our society, who must meet the present in
creased cost of living the same as active duty 
personnel and survivors: Now, therefore, 
be it 

"'Resolved by Senate of the State of Ore
gon, the House of Representatives jointly 
concurring therein, That the Congress of the 
United States be memorialized to amend 
Public Law 85-422, or any similar legislation, 
to include presently retired members of the 
Armed Forces within the provisions increas
ing the basic pay of members of the Armed 
Forces, so that their retirement benefits will 
be increased accordingly, and to enact this 
legislation in such amended form; and be it 
further 

"'Resolved, That copies of this memorial 
be transmitted to the President and Vice 
President of the United States, to the Speak
er of the House of Representatives, and to all 
Members of the Oregon congressional dele
gation.' 

"Adopted by senate April17, 1959. 
"MEDA COLE, 

"Chief Clerk of Senate. 
"WALTER J. PEARSON, 

"President of Senate. 
"Adopted by house April 22, 1959. 

"ROBERT B. DUNCAN, 

"Speaker of House.'' 
Two joint resolutions of the Legislature of 

the State of Oregon; to the Committee on 
Inter-ior and Insular Affairs: 

"ENROLLED SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 8 
"To the Honorable Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of 
America in Congress Assembled: 

"We, your memorialists, the 50th Legisla
tive Assembly of the State of Oregon, in 
legislative session assembled, most respect
fully represent as follows: 

"'Whereas it is believed that the Congress 
of the United States, the Federal courts and 
all Federal departments and agencies con
cerned should recognize the importance and 
sanctity of water rights of individuals and of 
the several States; and 

"'Whereas it is feared that failure to recog
nize and acknowledge the importance of such 
rights may develop into a pattern of Federal 
usurpation of individual and States' rights 
over water: Now, therefore, be it 

"'Resolved by the Senate of the State of 
Oregon, the House of Representatives jointly 
concurring therein, That the Congress of the 
United States be and it respectfully is 
memorialized to take all necessary action: 

"'(1) To preserve the water rights of the 
individual and of the States and to prevent 
Federal usurpation of those rights; 

"'(2) To see that legislation is initiated 
and supported to reestablish to the individu-

als and to the States such rights as may have 
been taken from them by either the Federal 
courts or any department or agency of the 
United States; and 

"'(3) In every way possible to reaffirm, re
new and defend the concept that water rights 
are property rights and that these established 
rights to the use of water, by a State or an 
individual, should not be taken away without 
due process of law and adequate compensa
tion; and be it further 

"'Resolved, That copies of this memorial 
be sent to the President and Vice President 
of the United States, and to those Members 
of the House of Representatives and the Sen
ate representing the State of Oregon.' 

"Adopted by senate April15, 1959. 
"MEDA COLE, 

"Chief Clerk of Senate. 
"WALTER J. PEARSON, 

"President of Senate. 
"Adopted by house April21, 1959. 

"ROBERT B. DUNCAN, 
"Speake1· of House.'' 

"ENROLLED SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 11 
"To the Honorable Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of 
America in Congress Assembled: 

"We, your memorialists, the 50th Legisla
tive Assembly of the state of Oregon, in leg
islative session assembled, most respectfully 
represent as follows: 

"'Whereas the Tualatin River and its trib
utaries, located in northwestern Oregon, form 
a basin for an area of land covering approxi
mately 711 square miles; and 

" 'Whereas in the past, due to the absence 
of any fiood control and irrigation facilities, 
adjoining lands have been adversely affected 
by inundation during winter months and 
lack of adequate supplies of water during 
summer months; and 

"'Whereas there is contained within the 
Tualatin River Basin many and varied inter
ests urgently in need of preservation and 
protection, such as fish, wildlife, extensive 
recreational facilities, agricultural pursuits, 
and many other needs vitally affected by the 
presence or lack of water; and 

"'Whereas the Bureau of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior, in the course of 
an investigation and report submitted in 
1956 did recommend an extensive plan of im
provement for the Tualatin River Basin; and 

"'Whereas the report of the Bureau of 
Reclamation did recommend immediate con
struction of Scoggin Dam and Reservoir to 
provide 46,000 acre-feet of usable storage 
space; and 

"'Whereas due to the accelerated increase 
in population since 1955 within the Tualatin 
River Basin, with its attendant additional 
demands in uses of land, natural resources, 
and recreational facilities, the conditions re
quiring fiood control, irrigation, and other 
protective measures in said area have become 
acutely aggravated: Now, therefore, be it 

"'Resolved by the Senate of the State of 
Oregon, the House of Representatives jointly 
concurring therein, That immediate action 
be taken by the Congress of the United 
States and the Federal Government to appro
priate the necessary funds and to authorize 
and direct immediate consideration of suit
able facilities, including but not limited to, 
a dam, reservoir, channel improvement, and 
such other reasonable and necessary facilities 
and improvements in the Tualatin River 
Basin, Oreg., to provide and preserve ade
quate and safe fiood control, irrigation, and 
recreational facilities as will contribute to 
the betterment of fish and wildlife conditions 
and to the welfare of those citizens of the 
United States and the State of Oregon vitally 
affected and concerned thereby; and be it 
further 

"'Resolved, That copies of this memorial 
be sent to the President and Vice President 

of the United States, and to all members of 
the Oregon congressional delegation.' 

"Adopted by senate April 21, 1959. 
"Readopted by senate April 29, 1959. 

"MEDA COLE, 
"Chief Clerk of Senate. 

"WALTER J. PEARSON, 
"President of Senate. 

"Adopted by house April 27, 1959. 
"ROBERT B. DUNCAN, 

· "Speaker of House.'' 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of 

the State of Oregon; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service: 

"ENROLLED SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 9 
"To the Honorable ~ Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress Assembled : 

"We, your memorialists, the 50th Legisla
tive Assembly of the State of Oregon, in leg
islative session assembled, most respectfully 
represent as follows: 

" 'Whereas one and one-half million 
American citizens are visiting, working, and 
living in foreign countries; and 

"'Whereas no governmental agency makes 
permanent birth, death, marriage, divorce, 
adoption and other vi tal records for these 
citizens comparable to those obtainable by 
citizens resident in the continental United 
States through State offices of vital statis
tics; and 

"'Whereas vital events affecting many 
U.S. citizens go unregistered, and the laclc 
of proof of the facts of such events make 
difficult the collection of insurance, qualifi
cation for inheritance, obtaining veterans' 
benefits and proof of U.S. citizenship; and 

"'Whereas the forms and procedures used 
by the State Department make no allow
ances for errors and an incorrect State De
partment report of birth cannot be cor
rected or changed; a child of American 
citizens adopted by other American citizens 
in a foreign country can never have a birth 
certificate in his new name; an American 
woman bearing a child out of wedlock can 
never obtain a new birth certificate for her 
child if she marries; American citizens 
adopting foreign children overseas cannot 
obtain a new birth certificate for their child 
from the Federal Government until they 
have returned the child to this country; and 

" 'Whereas oversea births to American 
parents not 'registered with the State De
partment must be judged on an individual 
basis by the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service of the Department of Justice for the 
possible awarding of a certificate of citizen
ship, and neither this certificate nor the 
State Department report of birth is compar
able to a standard certificate of birth is[ ued 
by the State governments within the United 
States; and 

"'Whereas a number of persons have been 
denied passports because either (a) the offi
cial State delayed certificates of birth which 
they present in evidence of their American 
citizenship are not acceptable to the State 
Department; or (b) they are adopted per
sons who have subsequently received new 
birth certificates in their adopted names 
when their status was legally changed; even 
though such certificates meet required na
tional registration standards and clearly 
show the types of records used to establish 
conclusively the date and place of birth of 
the registrant and the names of his parents; 
and 

" 'Whereas all State registration offices 
recognize the principle that a person should 
have a birth certificate in his legal name 
and that such certificate should make no 
reference to his previous status: Now 
therefore, be it 

"'Resolved by the Senate of the State of 
Oregon, the House of Representatives 1ointly 
concur1·ing therein, That action be taken to 
establish in the Federal Government a 
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single vital statistics registration office with 
responsibilities, duties and scope of activi
ties similar to those of offices of vital statis
tics now existing in every State, such 
central Federal office of vital statistics regis
tration to prepare, register and issue neces
sary certified copies of birth, death, mar
riage, divorce, adoption and allied records of 
such occurrences to American citizens visit
ing or living outside the United States and 
its Territories; be it further 

"'Resolved, That the proposed Federal 
vital statistics office should receive from the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service the _ 
facts of vital events concerning all natural
ized citizens necessary to the preparation . 
and filing of vital records and the issuance 
of certified copies thereof; and be it further 

"'Resolved, That copies of this memorial 
be sent to the President and Vice President 
of the United States and to all members of 
the Oregon congressional delegation.' 

"Adopted by senate April 17, 1959. 
"MEDA COLE, 

"Chief Clerk of Senate. 
"WALTER J. PEARSON, 

"Pr esident of Senate. · 
"Adopted by house April 21, 1959. 

"ROBERT B. DUNCAN, 
"Speaker of House:• 

A resolution adopted by the Common 
Council of the city of Englewood, N.J., fav9r
ing the enactment of House bill 2446, re
quiring the disclosure of addresses of hus
b ands and parents who have deserted their 
f amilies; to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

RESOLUTION OF GOVERNING BODY 
OF CITY OF GREAT BEND, KANS. 
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the 

governing body of the city of Great 
Bend, Kans., approv-ed a resolution urg
ing Congress to provide sufficient funds · 
for the initiation and completion of a 
flood control project for the protection 
of that city and surrounding territory. 

This area in the past decades has suf
fered serious flood damage and the Con
gress has authorized preliminary design 
studies to be made for the purpose of 
flood control of the Arkansas River arid 
tributaries. This pr.oject would be a 
part of that program. 

I ask unanimous consent that this res
olution be made a part of these remarks 
and referred to the Public Works Com
mittee. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Public Works, and ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

"RESOLUTION 5459-A 
"Whereas the Congress of the United 

States has authorized preliminary design 
studies to be made for the purpose of flood 
control of the Arkansas River and tribu
taries thereof; and 

"Whereas no funds have been allocated by 
the Congress of the United States to enable 
the Corps of Engineers to make said design 
studies covering flood control of the Arkansas 
River and tributaries thereof; and 

"Whereas Great Bend, Kans., and the sur
rounding environs are subject to the threat 
of floods and it is necessary that some plan 
for the alleviation of said flood threats shall · 
be devised: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the governing body of the 
city of Great Bend, Kans.: 

"1. That it is deemed necessary that defi
nite, positive, and· continuing action be 
taken by said governing body and the citi
zens of the city of Great Bend, Kans., to 
initiate' an overall plan for :flood control of 
the Arkansas River and tributaries thereof 

in the vicinity of the city of Great Bend, 
Kans., and its environs. 

"2. That the Corps of Engineers, Albu
querque District, be advised of said determi- ~ 
nation to proceed with a definite plan for 
the alleviation of said flood threats and re- _ 
quest said Corps of Engineers to initiate on 
behalf of the city of Great Bend, Kans., 
through its channels to the Congress of the 
United States for funds to make a prelimi
nary design study of the overall flood controL 
problems of said city. 

"3. That the city of Great Bend, Kans., 
through its duly authorized officials, make 
known the desire of the city of Great Bend 
to its U.S. Congressmen, officials of the State _ 
of K ansas and other public officials, the need 
of an immediate allocation. of funds for the 
purpose of enabling the Corps of Engineers 
to m ake a preliminary design study, and that 
all actions necessary to expedite said studies 
and completion of an overall plan for the 
alleviation of :flood threats from the Arkan... .~s 
R iver and its tributaries to the city of Great 
Bend and surrounding territory be initiated. 

"4. That copies of this resolution be for
warded to the Corps of Engineers, Albu
querque District, U.S. Congressmen and offi
cials of the State of Kansas. 

"Adopted and passed by the governing body 
of the city of Gr eat Bend, Kans., this 4th 
d ay of May 1959. 

"Attest: 

"DON WELTMER, 
"Mayor. · 

"K. W.HOAR, 
"City Clerk." 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. J0HNSTON of South Carolina, 

from the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, without amendment: 

H.R. 5212. An act to revise the minimum 
charge on pieces of mail of odd sizes and 
shapes (Rept. No. 328). 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the .Judiciary, without amendment: 

S. 919. A bill for the relief of Kenneth 
Lashley, Jr. (Rept: No. 312); 

S. 1053. A bill for the relief of Rosa Maria · 
Montenegro (Rept. No. 313); 

S . 1171. A b111 for the relief of Katharina 
Hoeger (Rept. No. 314); 

H.R. 1758. An act for the relief of Gerald 
M. Cooley (Rept. No. 315); 

H .R. 2044. An act for the relief of the es
tate of Richard Anthony Nunes, Jr. (Rept." 
No. 316); 

H.R. 2289. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Gertrude E. Shetler (Rept. No. 317); 

H .R. 2586. An act for the relief of Miss 
Marne E. Howell (Rept. No. 318); 

H.R. 4345. An act to repeal clause (9) of 
subdivision a of section 39 of the Bankrupt
cy Act (11 U.S.C. 67a (9)), respecting the 
transmission of papers by the referee to the 
clerk of the court (Rept. No. 319); and 

H.R. 4692 . An act to amend sections 1, 18, 
22, 331, and 631 of the Bankruptcy Act (11 
U.S.C. 1, 41, 45, 731, 1031) to provide for 
automatic adjudication and reference in cer
tain cases (Rept. No. 320). 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with an amendment. 

S. 1442. A bill for the relief of Kim Fukata 
and her minor child (Rept. No. 321). 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with amendments: 

S. 977. A bill for the relief of Nasubit 
Mildred Milkie (Rept. No. 322); and 
_ H.J. Res. 322. Joint resolution for the re

lief of certain aliens (Rept. No. 323). 
By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 

from the Com:m,ittee .on the J~diciary, with' 
an amendment: · 

S. 1667. A bill for the relief of the ·widow 
of Col. Claud C. Smith (Rept. No. 324). 

By .Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, without.amendment: 

S.J. Res. 59. Joint resolution requesting 
the President to issue a proclamation desig
nating 1959 for the observance .of the 350th 
anniversary of the historic voy;:tges of Hud
son and Champlain (Rept. No. 325); and 

. H .R. 4012. A:n act to provide for the cen
tennial celebration of the establishment of 
the land-grant colleges and State univer
sities and the establishment of · the Depart
ment of Agriculture, and for related purposes 
(Rept. No. 326). . 

By Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with an amendment: 

· H. Con. Res. 17. Concurrent resolution 
avthorizing and requesting the President to 
designate the period beginning June 14, _ 
1959, and ending .June 20, 1959, as National 
Little League Baseball Week (Rept. No. · 
327). 

EXECUTIV~ REPO~TS OF COMMIT
TEES 

As in executive session, 
_The following favorable reports of 

nominations were submitted: . 
By Mr. SALTONSTALL, from the Commit

tee on Armed Services: 
· Joseph P. charyk, or" California, to be an 

Assistant· Secretary of the Air Force, vice 
Richard C. Harner, resigned. 
- By Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on 

Armed Services: 
Ludvig Jarad Aamodt, and sundry other 

cadets, graduating class of 1959, U.S. Mili
tary Academy, for appointment in the Reg
ular Army of the Un~ted States, in the grade 
of second lieutenant; and 

.. -Michael joseph Cronin, and sundry other 
midshipmen, graduating class of 1959, U.S. 
Naval Academy, for appointment in the 
Regular Army of the United States, in the 
grade of second lieutenant. 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: , 

J. Graham !.'arsons, of New York, a For
eign Service officer of the class of career 
minisper, to .be an Ass~stant Secretary of 
State; 

John M. Cabot, of the Di~trict of Colum
bia, a Foreign Service officer of the class of 
career minister, to be Ambassador Extraor
dinary ·and Plenipotentiary to Brazil; 
_ Ogden Rogers Reid, of New York, to be 

Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten
tiary to Israel; 

John M. Raymond, of the District of 
Columbia, to be the representative on· the 
United Nations Commission on Permanent 
Sovereignty over Natural Wealth and Re·
sources; . 

G. Edward Clark, of New York, and sun
dry other persons, for appointment and. 
promotion in the Foreign and Diplomatic · 
Service; and 

Harry Grossman, of California, and su:n
dry other persons, for appointment and pro
motion in the Foreign and Diploma tic 
Service. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
. INTRODUCED 

Bills and joint resolutions were intro
duced, read the first time, and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. MURRAY (for himself, Mr. AL· 
LOTT, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. BIBLE, Mr. 
CANNON, Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. CHURCH, 
Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. 
MANSFIELD, Mr, MARTIN, Mr. MOSS,. 
and Mr. YOUNG of . Ohio) : 

S. 2048. A bill relating to the sale of cer
tain minerals and metals acquired by the 
United States; to ·the Committee on Interior· 
and Insular Affairs. 
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(See the remarks of Mr. MURRAY when he 

introduced the above bill, which appear un• 
der a separate_ heading.) 

By Mr. JAVITS: 
s. 2049. A bill for the relief of Vito Magis· 

trale; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. SMATHERS: 

S. 2050. A b111 for the relief of Leokadia 
Guzy; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NEUBERGER: 
S. 2051. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1954 to provide an income tax, 
deduction for depletion of human resources; 
to the Committee on Finance. -

(See the remarks of Mr. NEuBERGER when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. EASTLAND (by request): 
S. 2052. A b111 to amend the Bankruptcy 

Act in regard to the closing fee of the trus
tee and in regard to the fee for the filing of a 
petition; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
(for himself and Mr. THURMOND): 

S. 2053. A bill to provide for the accept
ance by the United States of a fish hatchery 
in the State of South Carolina; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CASE of New Jersey: 
S. 2054. A bill for the relief of Candido 

Sestayo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MAGNUSON: 

S. 2055. A bill to amend title 23 of the 
United States Code in order to provide for 
a transcontinental highway from northern 
Michigan to EYerett, Wash., as part of the 
Interstate System; and 

S. 2056. A bill to provide for an addition 
to the National System of Interstate and De
fense Highways from Seattle, Wash., to the 
Pacific Ocean; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

By Mr. COOPER: 
S. 2057. A hill to authorize the acquisition 

of land for donation to the Pan American 
Health Organization as a headquarters site; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. BRIDGES (for himself, Mr.
BYRD of Virginia, and Mr. CURTIS) : 

S.J. Res. 99. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to the balancing of 
the budget; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. BRIDGEs when he 
introduced the above joint resolution, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. EASTLAND: _ 
S.J. Res. 100. Joint resolution to provide 

for the designation of the third Thursday of 
June of each year as National Country Music 
Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS 
PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES 

OF CERTAIN HEARINGS ON "AD- · 
MINISTERED PRICES'' 
Mr. CARROLL (for Mr. KEFAUVER) 

submitted the following concurrent res
olution <S. Con. Res. 38), which was re
ferred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration: 

R esolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That there be 
printed for the use of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, U.S. Senate, 5,000 additional copies 
each of Parts 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the hearings 
conducted by the committee during the 85th 
Congress, first session, on "Administered 
Prices." 

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES 
OF CERTAIN REPORTS FOR USE OF 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. CARROLL (for Mr. KEFAUVER) 

submitted a concurrent resolution <S. 
CV--572 

Con. Res. 39); which was referred to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration, 
as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That there be 
printed for the use of the Committee on 
the Judiciary, U.S. Senate, 5,000 additional 
copies each of the following reports: Senate 
aeport 1387 (85th Cong., 2c'_ sess.) of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, entitled "Ad
ministered Prices-Steel"; and three reports 
of the Subcommittee on Antitrust and Mo
l).opoly entitled respectively "Concentration 
in American Industry" (85th Cong., 1st sess.); 
"Administered Prices-Automobiles" (85th 
Cong., 2d sess.); and "Case Study of Incip
ient Monopoly in Milk Distribution" (85th 
Cong., 2d sess.). 

RESOLUTIONS 
Mr. DIRKSEN (for himself and Mr. 

JoHNSON of ·Texas) submitted a reso
lution (S. Res. 124) relative to the death 
of former Senator and former Secretary 
of State John Foster Dulles, which was 
considered and agreed to. 

<See the above resolution printed in 
full when submitted by Mr. DIRKSEN, 
for himself and Mr. JoHNSON of Texas, 
which appears under a separate head
ing.) 

Mr. LONG submitted a resolution (S. 
Res. 125) relating to international ar
rangements for apprehension and trial 
of fugitive heads of state, which was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

(See the above resolution printed in. 
full when submitted by Mr. LONG, which 
appears under a separate heading.) 

SALE OF CERTAIN MINERALS AND 
METALS 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I in
troduce for appropriate reference, a bill 
which calls for the administration's ob
taining prior congressional approval be
fore disposing of materials in the so
called DPA stockpile just as is the case 
in respect to the national stockpile and 
the supplemental stockpile. 

Recently it was realized that Congress 
inadvertently had failed to throw this 
safeguard around any disposal plan for 
the DPA stockpile. 

I am joined in the sponsorship of this 
bill by Senators ALLOTT, BARTLETT, BIBLE, 
CANNON, CHAVEZ, CHURCH, GoLDWATER, 
HAYDEN, MANSFIELD, MARTIN, Moss, and 
YOUNG of Ohio. 

Mr. President, at the present time 
something in excess of a billion dollars 
worth of materials are in the DPA 
stockpile, and in recent weeks there was 
a classic example of how any irrespon
sible plan for the disposal of this mate
rial, or any part thereof, could disrupt 
the market. I refer to published re
ports that a plan was being formulated 
for the sale to industry of 128,000 tons 
of DPA stockpiled copper. The reaction 
was immediate and violent. The Lon
don market for copper dropped within a 
few days some 4 cents a pound. 

The provisions of this bill are similar 
to those which govern the disposal of 
the national stockpile and the supple
mental stockpile and in no wise pro
hibits disposal. Rather, it calls for prior 
congressional approval. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
bill be printed in the RECORD at this 
point and that it lie on the table until 
the end of the session on Friday, May 
29, so that other Senators who wish to 
may join in its sponsorship. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the · bill will be 
printed in the RECORD, and lie on the 
desk, as requested by the Senator from 
Montana. 

The bill <S. 2048) relating to the sale 
of certain minerals and metals acquired 
by the United States, introduced by Mr. 
MuRRAY <for himself and other Sena
tors), was received, read twice by its 
title, referred to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs, and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That not
withstanding .any other provision of law, no 
m:inerals or metals, held and acquired under 
title III of the Defense Production Act ef · 
1950, as amended, shall be sold or otherwise 
released into commercial channels . unless 
the plan and date of the proposed disposal. 
has been fixed with due regard to the pro- · 
tection of the United States against avoid
able loss on the sale or other release of the · 
material to be disposed· of and the protection 
o.f producers, · processors, and customers 
against disruption of their usual markets, 
and unless the proposed disposition has been 
approved by the Committees on Interior and 
Insular Affairs of the Senate and House of · 
Representatives. 

SEc. 2. Within thirty days after notification 
of a proposed disposition of minerals or · 
metals has been received by a committee, 
referred to in the first section of this Act, 
the committee shall, by resolution, or letter 
signed by the chairman, approve, upon such 
conditions as it may deem necessary or ap
propriate, or disapprove such disposition. 
Action of the committee shall be 'by majority 
vote of the members thereof, and, for the , 
purpose of taking such action, the chairman 
of the committee may poll the members 
during any period in which the Congress -is· 
in adjournment for more than three days. 

RECOGNITION AND ALLOWANCE 
. FOR DEPLETION OF HUMAN RE· 

SOURCES 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 

much of the accent in America today is 
on youth. Advertising agencies and 
business firms take pride in proclaiming 
themselves as organizations with "young 
ideas." Whether they be professional 
people or day laborers, many men and 
women find themselves unable to gain 
employment because they are "too old" 
at 45 or 50 years to fit into this youthful 
civilization. 

An individual exhausts his physical 
and mental resources as he grows older. 
It is said that the average man reaches 
the peak of his physical capacity when 
he is 26 or 27 years old. When a faith
ful bookkeeper is awarded a 25-year pin 
or a schoolteacher is honored for 30 
years of service, he often finds that his 
eyesight is fading or that his nerves have 
become frayed. Human resources wear 
out as surely as do natural resources like 
minerals, oil, and timber. 

We recognize and compensate for the . 
exhaustion of petroleum and gas with 
generous "depletion allowances'' for tax
ation purposes, but what notice do we 
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take of the depletion of human resources? 
I introduce today, for appropriate refer
ence, a measure designed to recognize 
and compensate for the depreciation or 
depletion of human resources. 

This proposal is not original with me. 
It was first introduced in the other body 
2 years ago by Representative HERBERT 
ZELENKO, of New York. I then was 
pleased to introduce a companion meas
ure in the Senate. Representative ZE
LENKO has again presented his bill to the 
House of Representatives this year, and 
I am again bringing identical legislation 
to the attention of the Senate. 

The proposal is very simple. It would 
provide this: Each taxpayer, after he 
reaches the age of 45 years, would be 
allowed a deduction of 1 percent of his 
income earned by salaries, wages, or 
other activities for each year of age after 
his 45th year. In other words, a tax
payer would subtract 44 from his age, and 
the resulting figure would represent the 
percentage of his earned income which 
he could take as a deduction for human 
depletion. 

The proposed progressive tax deduc
tion would serve as an economic incen
tive to continue work for those men and 
women who would prefer to remain gain
fully occupied, but it would also simul
taneously give due recognition to the in
evitable facts of human depletion. 

Mr. President, the liberal McClatchy 
newspapers of California, including the 
Sacramento Bee, the Modesto Bee, and 
the Fresno Bee, published on April 20, 
1959, a very thoughtful editorial on this 
subject, titled "Why Should Not Others 
Get Depletion Windfall?" I ask unani
mous consent that excerpts from this 
editorial be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the McClatchy Newspapers, California, 

Apr. 20, 1959] 
WHY SHOULD NoT 0rHERS GET DEPLETION 

WINDFALL? 
U.S. Senator RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, of Ore

gon has raised the point that since the ,oil 
interests are granted a 27 lf2 -percent deple
tion allowance on their gross income for tax 
purposes, ot hers, corporations and individ
uals, should be accorded such consideration. 

Certainly it is true that from the moment 
he is born man starts using up his capital 
resources and the average man makes no 
such income as do the oil companies. The 
individual exhausts his physical and men
tal powers in accelerating measure from the 
time he reaches 50. 

Professional athletes and airplane pilots 
are especially illustrative of those who de
plete their youth rapidly, and youth is what 
such people depend upon to maintain their 
earning power. 

But there is no such depletion allowance 
for the human machine as there is for in
sensate machinery and oil in the ground, 
although pilots and some professional 
athletes are able to negotiate above average 
salaries for their short-lived effectiveness. 

The oil interests defend their windfall al
lowance on the grounds it provides incentive 
for new discoveries and gives them the means 
of regaining their capital for further search
ings. 

The little wildcatter ls used much as some 
large utilities use the widow who holds a few 
shares in their companies to justify anti-

social policies. Yet it is estimated that of 
a total of $2 billion in depletion allowances 
claimed in 1953 by the oil interests 63 per
cent went to companies with assets of more 
than $100 million each, and those with assets 
of $100,000 or less got only 4 percent of the 
t otal. 

The Venezuelan Government in 1957 re
ported the oil industry in its country netted 
after taxes $829,500,000. And most of that 
industry is American owned. 

Can any sensible person believe companies 
with such assets and profits would stop 
searching for oil if the depletion allowance 
were cut or even eliminated? 

Depletion for most business is called de
preciation and it is designed to allow replace
ment of wornout machinery. There is the 
most obvious inequity in allowing oil com
panies this 27 lf2 -percent windfall after their 
r eturns have sufficed to pay off all their in
vestments m any times over. 

· Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 
the editorial well points up the essential 
logic which I believe Representative 
ZELENKO'S bill and my bill Will spotlight: 
The same principles and standards 
which we apply to income earned from 
the exploitation of natural resources and 
invested capital should apply to every
one who uses his own body or his own 
mind in the production of income. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill <S. 2051) to amend the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an 
income tax deduction for depletion of 
human resources, introduced by Mr. 
NEUBERGER, was received, read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

AMENDMENT 
RELATING 
BUDGET 

TO 
TO 

CONSTITUTION 
BALANCING OF 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I in
troduce, for appropriate reference, a 
joint resolution proposing an amend
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States relative to the balancing of the 
budget. The senior Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. BYRD] and the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS] are cosponsors 
of the joint resolution. 

The purpose of the amendment to the 
Constitution is to put this Nation on a 
pay-as-you-go basis, except in times oi; 
grave national emergency. 

First, it would require the Executive 
to present a balanced budget. Then, if 
the Congress should unbalance the 
budget, the amendment would forbid the 
Congress to adjourn for more than 3 
days at a time until it has restored it to 
balance. In the event of war or other 
grave national emergency, the Congress, 
on the recommendation of the President, 
could suspend these provisions by a vote 
of three-fourths of all the Members of 
each House. 

It is true that this amendment would 
not absolutely guarantee that budget ex
penditures would not exceed budget re
ceipts in every fiscal year, under the 
present budget system, but it would go a 
long way in that direction. It would at 
least require that estimated expenditures 
be no greater than estimated receipts, 
except in times of grave emergency. 

·This is the very least the Executive 
and the Congress should do in view of 
our staggering public debt-and in view 
of the inflationary effect of deficit Gov
ernment financing. I sincerely believe 
this is the very least that the people of 
this country want the Congress and the 
Executive to do. 

I believe the American family knows 
that all its members cannot do all the 
things they want or need to do, and still 
stay out of court or the poorhouse. 

I believe the American family believes 
that the Government must use similar 
restraint, or be subject-and so subject 
all of us-to even worse results. 

I am also encouraged by signs that the 
American people are becoming more 
aware that the deeper the Government 
goes into debt, the less their dollars can 
buy. They are beginning to realize that 
one very important reason why today's 
dollar will not buy half as much as it 
did in 1939 is that the public debt has 
risen from $40.4 billion to $286 billion in 
that time. 

Daniel Webster said in 1834: 
The very man above all others who has 

the deepest interest in sound currency, and 
who suffers most by mischievous legislation, 
is the man who earns his daily bread by his 
daily toil. A vast majority of us live by in
dustry. The Constitution was made to pro
tect this industry, to give it both encourage
ment and security; but above all, security. 

On the same subject, Thomas Jeffer
son said: 

To preserve our independence, we must not 
let our leaders load us with perpetual debt. 
We must make our election between economy 
and liberty, or profusion and servitude. 

Mr. President and Members of the 
Senate, these statements by these two 
great Americans are even more impor
tant for us today than when they were 
~rst spol{en. They apply to the relation
ship of the American people to their 
Government. And they apply with equal 
force to the relationship of the whole 
United States to the peoples and govern
ments of other countries. 

It is quite apparent, as I have been 
predicting for some time, that the so
called cold war is shifting from the mili
tary to the economic front. As cham
pion and rallying point for the free 
world, we are going to have to meet cold 
war economic competition. We certainly 
cannot do so unless our own financial 
house is in order. 

A sne.ak attack on the dollar is just as 
dangerous as a surprise missile attack, 
and is already under way. 

Neglect to accomplish a balanced 
budget could be as fatal to the future 
of this country as actual aggression re
sulting from neglect of our Military Es
tablishment. 

It is my belief that this joint resolu
tion recognizes this, and offers us a sim
ple and clear-cut position in regard to 
future fiscal integrity and responsibility. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the joint resolution 
be printed in the RECORD. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEU
BERGER in the chair). The resolution will 
be received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the text of the 
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joint resolution will be printe.d in t~e 
RECORD. 

The joint resolution <S.J. Res. 99) 
proposing an amendment to the Consti
tution of the United States relative to 
the balancing of the budget, introduced 
by Mr. BRIDGES, for himself, Mr. BYR]) of 
Virginia, and Mr. CuRTIS, was received; 
read twice by its title, referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

R esolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each 
House concurring therein), That the follow
ing article is hereby proposed as an amend
ment to the Constitution of the United 
Sta tes, which shall be valid to all intents 
and purposes as part of the Constitution 
when ratified by the legislatures of three
fourths o! the several States: 

"ARTICLE--
- "SECTION 1. On or before the fifteenth day 
after the beginning of each regular session 
of the Congress, the President shall transmit 
to the Congress a budget which shall set 
forth his estimate of the receipts of the 
Government, other than trust funds, during 
the ensuing fiscal year under the laws then 
existing and his recommendations with re
spect to expenditures to be made from funds 
other than trust funds during such ensuing 
fiscal year, which shall not exceed such esti
mate of the - receipts~ · The ·President in 
trans~itting such budget may recommend 
measures for raising additional revenue and 
his recommendations for the expenditure of 
such additional revenue. If the Congress 
shall authorize expen(jitures to be made dur
ing such ensuing fiscal year in excess of 
such estimate of the receipts, it shall not 
adjourn for more than three days at a time 
until such action has been taken as may be 
necessary to balance the budget for such 
ensuing fiscal year. In case of war ·or other 
grave national emergency, if the President 
shall so recommend, the Congress by a vote 
of three-fourths of all the Members of each 
House may suspend the foregoing provisions 
for ba_lancing the budget for periods, either 
successive or otherwise, not exceeding one 
year each. · · 

"SEc. 2. This article shall take effect on 
the first day of the calendar yea.r next fol
lowing the ratification of . this article~ 

"SEc. 3. This article shall be inoperative 
unless it shall have been ratified as an 
amendment to the Constitution by the legis
latures of three-fourths of the several States 
within seven years from the date of its sub
mission to the States by the Congress." 

INTERNATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS 
FOR APPREHENSION AND TRIAL 
OF FUGITIVE HEADS OF STATES 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, one of the 

reasons why our Nation's prestige 
throughout the world has declined has 
been Communist successes in picturing 
the United States as a supporter of dic
tatorships and tyrants around the 
world. Everyone knows that in a great 
number of cases we have no choice about 
dealing with governments. In some 
cases, heads of state of Nations asso
ciated with us do not permit democratic 
processes to function freely. Neverthe
less, this Nation should make clear that 
although we are compelled by force of 
circumstances to recognize certain die-

. tatorships, we have no desire to protect 
any dictator or fugitive tyrant from ret
ribution at. the hands of those whom 
he may have offended. One way that 

this Nation can make clear that we do 
not propose to grant sanctuary .to the 
Batistas, Jimenezes, Perons, Farouks, 
Bao Dais, · and others is to adopt the 
fugitive dictator resolution which I am 
submitting tod.ay. 

This proposal would direct American 
.foreign policy toward an arrangement 
of international compacts under which 
we would seek to obtain agreement that 
all Nations of the earth would cooperate 
in seeing that fugitive dictators would 
become accountable for the crimes they 
had visited upon the peoples of their 
countries. It would be the duty of every 
nation and its nationals to make fugi
tive tyrants available for trial before a 
fair and impartial tr-ibunal. It would 
be necessary to constitute some sort of 
international court, perhaps under the 
auspices of the United Nations, in order 
to assure a fair trial in situations in 
which -feelings run extremely high. I 
have in mind, for example, ·the type of 
situation which would exist if Castro 
had an opportunity to try Batista. It 
would offer a inore reasonable and cer
tainly a better assurance of fairness if 
Castro were permitted _. to present his 
witnesses at a trial conducted, for ex-

. ample, in New York City or at Geneva, 
the Hague, or some other appropriate 
forum. 

The brother of our President, Dr. 
Milton Eisenhower, has suggested that 
our Nation might improve · its stature 
with free peoples of Central and South 
America by offering a cool handshake to 
a dictator and a warm friendly hug to a 
respectable democratic leader. Such a 
suggestion seems impractical, to me. 
The facts of life are such that we are 
compelled to deal with a considerable 
number of heads of state whose meas
ures of oppression we cannot approve. 
·. It seems better to me that we should 
simply make clear that such people will 
be available for trial whenever their 
people oust them from power. Such an 
arrangement should also seek to guaran
tee that such people should not be per
mitted to enjoy vast amounts of wealth 
which they may have converted into 
dollars or gold, with the exception of 
a minimal amount needed to provide 
their basic circumstances. Such persons 
should be required to remit the remain
der to the people they have robbed. 
That would be in accord with basic 
democratic concepts of justice. 
· Democratic peoples who pay for for
eign-aid programs dislike to see their 
funds alternately used to enable dic
tators and fugitive tyrants to "live it up" 
on the Isle of Capri or the French Rivi
era; and they dislike the type of inter
national activity which makes it possible 
for the Communists to lay the sins of 
Bao Dai at the doorstep of devoted demo
cratic nations. 

The measure which I am submitting 
would, if pursued, bring goodwill to the 
American people. It could bring addi
tional respect to our foreign policy. 
This would solve a complicated problem 
which some of us have considered for 
some time. 

Mr. President, I submit the resolution. 
and request its appropriate reference. 

. The -resolution <S .. Res. -125), sub
mitted by Mr. LoN~, was referred to the 
Committee ori Foreign Relations, as 
follows: 

SENATE RESOLUTION 125 
Whereas the ousted ruler or head of state 

of a country frequently escapes trial for 
crimes with which he is charged under the 
laws. of that -country by the simple expedient 
of fleeing to another country_ and obtaining 
sanctuary therein; 

Whereas a fugitive ruler or head of state 
should .not be allowed to escape an accOunt
ing to his own p'eople for his actions in high 
office; and . · · ' 

Whereas if conditions are such in the 
country from which an ousted ruler or head 
of state has fied that he. couid not obtain 
a fair trial in that country, procedures 
should be established for trial before an 
appropriate international tribunal; 

Whereas this Nation should not, as a mat
ter of justice or of sound national policy, 
allow itself to become a haven for, and the 
protector of, discredited rulers; and 

Whereas this Nation should cooperate with 
other nations to the end that a rule of law 
replace the "flight to sanctuary~· as the dom
inant factor in this area of international 
life: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that the President, through such diplomatic 
channels as are available to him, should ex
plore with other nations the possibility o! 
entering into international arrangements 
for the appFehension and trial of fugitive 
heads of state who are charged with crimes 
against the laws of the countries from which 
they have departed in a manner which will 
insure fair treatment to the accused. ·· 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRI
ATION BILL-MODIFICATION . OF 
NOTICES ·To SUSPEND THE RULE 
Mr; MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to modify the notices 
for suspension of the rules in connection 
with the District of Columbia appropria
tion bill submitted on Friday, May 22, 
1959, to correct certain clerical errors 
in the amounts set out in the notices. 

My request has been made after con
sultation with the Parliamentarian. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER Without 
obj~ction, it is so ordered. 

NOTICES OF MOTION TO SUSPEND 
THE RULE-AMENDMENT TO 
TREASURY, POST OFFICE APPRO
PRIATION BILL, 1960 
Mr. CLARK (for himself, Mr. HART, 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey, Mr. BART
LETT, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. MORSE, Mr. 
SYMINGTON, Mr. McCARTHY, Mr. CHURCH, 
Mr. McNAMARA, and Mr. CARROLL) sub
mitted the following notice in writing: 

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice 
in writing that it is my intention to move 
(on behalf Of myself, Mr. HART, Mr. WILLI
AMS of New Jersey, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. 
PROXMIRE, Mr. MORSE, Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. 
McCARTHY, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. McNAMARA, 
and Mr. CARROLL) to suspend paragraph 1 of 
rule XVI for the purpose of proposing to 
the bill (H.R. 5805) the Treasury-Post 
Office Appropriation Act, 1960, the following 
amendment, namely: 

On page 3, line 23, strike out "$364,631,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof "$367,432,-
000". 
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·· Mr. CLARK (for himself, and Sena
tors HART, WILLIAMS of New Jers~y, 
BARTLETT, PROXMIRE, MORSE, SYMINGTON, 
McCARTHY, CHURCH, McNAMARA, and 
CARROLL) also submitted an amendment, 
intended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to House bill 5805, making appropria· 
tions for the Treasury and Post Office 
Departments, and the Tax Court of the 
United States for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1960, and for other purposes, 
which was ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

(For text of amendment referred to, 
see the foregoing notice.) 

Mr. CLARK submitted the following 
notice in writing: 

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice 
in writing that it is my intention to move 
to suspend paragraph 1 of rule XVI for the 
purpose of proposing to the bill (H.R . 5805) 
the Treasury-Post Office Appropriation Act, 
1960, the following amendment, namely: 

On page 3, line 3, strike out " $364,631 ,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$377,100,000" . 

Mr. CLARK also submitted an amend
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to 
the bill <H.R. 5805) making appropria
tions for the Treasury and Post Office 
Departments, and the Tax Court of the 
United States for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1960, and for other purposes, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and 
to be printed. 

<For the text of amendment referred 
to, see the foregoing notice.) 

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1959-
AMENDMENT 

Mr. JAVITS <for himself and Mr. 
LAUSCHE ) , submitted an amendment, in
tended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to the bill <S. 499) to establish a Com
munity Relations Service to provide con
ciliation assistance in communities 
where disagreements or difficulties 
among citizens are disrupting, or are 
threatening to disrupt, the peaceful life 
of the community; to extend the Com
mission on Civil Rights; to provide fur
ther means of securing and protecting 
the right to vote; and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary and ordered to be printed. 

AMENDMENT OF CHAPTER 73, TITLE 
18, UNITED STATES CODE, RELAT
ING TO OBSTRUCTION OF COURT 
ORDERS-AMENDMENTS 
Mr. JAVITS submit ted amendments, 

intended to be proposed by him, to the 
bill <S. 955 ) to amend chapter 73 of title 
18, United States Code, with respect to 
obstruction of court order s, which were 
referred to the Committee on the Judi
ciary and ordered to be printed. 

AMENDMENT OF FAIR LABOR 
STANDARDS ACT OF 1938, RELAT
ING TO COVERAGE FOR CERTAIN 
EMPLOYEES-AMENDMENTS 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, since the 

introduction of Senate bill 1046, which 
proposes to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to extend cover-

age under the act and increase the 
minimum wage from $1 to $1.25, I have 
been studying the effect this measure 
would have on the various categories of 
employees that are presently exempted 
from the provisions of the act. I have 
become convinced that the effect this 
bill would have upon the operation of 
our hospitals would be detrimental to 
the public welfare, and, accordingly, I 
am proposing amendments that would 
permit employees of hospitals to retain 
their present exempt status with respect 
to this act. . 

In making this study, I have been im
pressed with the fact that many of our 
hospitals are operated by people who, 
motivated by deep religious principles, 
are devoting their lives to the services 
of Almighty God and have chosen the 
care of the sick as their lifework. These 
hospitals are nonprofit and depend 
largely on this volunteer service for their 
existence. 

In contacting a number of the hospi
tals in my State of Louisiana, I have 
found that the inclusion of their em
ployees under the provisions of this act 
would cause the operating costs of these 
hospitals to increase in an unwarranted 
amount, necessitating the passing along 
of this increase to the patients, many of 
whom are not in financial position to 
pay the increased rate that would result 
therefrom. 

My studies have revealed the follow
ing increases with respect to some of 
our outstanding Louisiana hospitals: 

St . Francis Cabrini Hospital, Alexan
dria, La.: $189,000 annual increase or 
38 percent. . 

Oschner Clinic, New Orleans, La.: 
$700,000 annual increase or 30 percent. 

Baptist Hospital, Alexandria, La.: 
$360,000 annual increase or 38Y2 percent. 

Schumpert Hospital, Shreveport, La.: 
$340,826 annual increase or 35 percent. 

Lafayette Sanitarium, Lafayette, La.: 
$144,000 annual increase or 43 percent. 

Touro Infirmary, New Orleans: $700,-
000 annual increase. 

Southern Baptist Hospital, New 
Orleans: $700,000 annual increase. 

Baton Rouge General Hospital, Baton 
Rouge: $492,000 annual increase. 

In some instances, the administrators 
of these hospitals indicated that it would 
be necessary to increase their rates by 
some $5 a day if the exempt status of 
the hospital employees was removed. I 
am convinced that this sharp increase in 
the cost of operating these hospitals, 
with the subsequent increase in the cost 
of hospitalization, would result in the 
loss of much of the progress that has 
been made in recent years toward im
proving the health of the people of this 
country. This sharp increase would un
doubtedly cause a sharp rise in group 
hospitalization rates and would no 
doubt result in the cancellation of many 
contracts that presently exist, as well as 
serving as a strong deterrent to the issu
ance of new contracts in low salary 
areas where this protection is urgently 
needed. 

In view of the indicated effect that 
Senate bill 1046 would have on our hos
pitals, I strongly w·ge that my amend· 
ments be adopted and that these insti
tutions be permitted to retain their 

present exemption with respect to the 
Fair Labor Standards Act. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be received, printed, 
and refen·ed to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. 

AMENDMENT OF REFUGEE RELIEF 
ACT OF 1953-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. SALTONSTALL (for himself and 
Mr. KENNEDY) submitted amendments, 
intended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to the bill <S. 1441) to amend the Ref
ugee Relief Act of 1953, as amended, to 
provide a cer tain number of visas for 
persons of Armenian ethnic origin, 
which were referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary and ordered to be 
printed. 

AMENDMENT OF MUTUAL SECU
RITY ACT-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. SMATHERS submitted amend
ments, intended to be proposed by him, 
to the bill (S. 1451) to amend the Mu
tual Security Act of 1954, as amended, 
which were referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations and ordered to 
be printed. 

AMENDMENT OF MUTUAL SECU
RITY ACT OF 1954-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I sub
mit amendments to the mutual security 
bill, s. 1451, and ask that they be 
printed and appropriately referred. The 
amendments seek to reduce substan
tially the amount for military authori
zation for Latin America. I also ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ments be printed at this point in ·the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDINO OFFICER. The 
amendments will be received, printed, 
and referred to the Committee on For
eign Relations; and, without objection, 
the amendments will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The amendments are as follows: 
On page 1, after line 10, insert "Section 

105 (b) (4) of that Act is amended by adding 
the following sent ence: 'No military as
sistance m ay be furnished to the Dominican 
R epublic and Paraguay' ." 

On page 1, after lin e 10, insert: 
"Section 105(b ) (4 ) of tha t Act -is amen ded 

by adding the following sentence : 'Military 
assistance to Latin America in the fiscal year 
1960 shall not exceed $50,000,000, and the 
differences between t h at value and t he $96,-
500,000 requested by the President for fisc!tl 
year 1960 shall be transferred from the 
military assistance account to the special 
assistance accou n t (sec. 400 (a)) and shall 
be available under the t erms of that sec
tion only to promote economic develop
ment in Latin America'." 

PROPOSED CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLA
TION TO MAKE LYNCHING A FED
ERAL CRIME-AMENDMENTS 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am 

today submitting amendments to the 
proposed civil rights legislation which 
would make lynching a Federal crime. 
I refer to the proposed civil rights legis
lation recommended by the administra
tion, and the measures introduced by the 
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majority leader, the Senator from·Te:xas, 
[Mr. JOHNSON]. 

The announcement yesterday by At
torney General Rogers that the FBI was 
being withdrawn fro~ the search for 
the slayers of Mack Charles Parker in 
Poplarville, Miss., because the Federal 
.Government did not have jurisdiction 
over this crime once again reemphasizes 
the critical need for a Federal antilynch 
law. 
· At the present time, there · are only 
two Federal statutes under which the 
Federal Government could prosecute the 
killers-the Lindbergh kidnaping law 
where the victim' has .been _ transported 
across State lines and the Civil Rights 
Act of 1871 which permits Federal prose
cution oruy if State officials are involved 
in the commission of the crime. The 
tragic inadequacy of these statutes may 
well ·be in part responsible for the inso
lent disdain for law and order which was 
displayed by this lynch mob, the same 
.disrespect of law which is typical of the 
fanatics who have shamelessly bombed 
private homes, houses of worship; schools 
and places of business in the course of 
opposition to the desegregation of the 
South's public schools. 

The assertion that this killing of a 
Negro prisoner in the South was the first 
such incident in some years does not 
negate the basic obligation of the Fed
eral Government to guarantee equal pro
tection of the laws to every citizen. In 
the Parker case, Attorney General 
Rogers has said that it is now a "clearly 
established" fact that a mob lynched 
this prisoner, but that "no other Federal 
prosecution" could be successfully main
tained, demonstrating conclusively the 
need ·for a Federal antilynch law. 

The constitutional duty imposed on 
the Federal Government by the Bill of 
Rights and the 14th amendment was the 
basis for the Civil Rights Act of 1957 and 
of subsequent civil rights proposals in
troduced in the Congress. At the be
ginning of this session, the Senate ma
jority leader contended that a meaning
ful change was made in rule XXII of the 
Senate which allows filibusters against 
civil rights bills. Later the administra
tion by the minority leader, Senator 
DIRKSEN, myself and others, a group of 
Senators including Senators DouGLAs. 
HUMPHREY, CASE of New Jersey, and my
self, and the majority leader, Senator 
JoHNSON, introduced three separate civil 
rights bills. It is to the administration 
proposals and the Johnson bill that I 
am filing the same antilynch amend
ment. These major legislative packages 
contain criminal sections and it is there
fore most appropriate that they should 
also include additional provisions to deal 
with this most tragic, most violent crime 
of lynching. 

Therefore, I am today submitting an 
amendment to S. 499, proposed by Sena
tor JoHNSON, and S. 755, part of the ad
ministration package, to make it a Fed
eral crime for anyone to conspire to de
prive any person-either directly or in
directly-of his right to a fair trial or 
his right not to be deprived of life, liberty 
or property except by due process of law 
or for any Federal or State · official who 

fails to carry out his duty to prevent such 
lawlessness. 

It would carry the following penalties: 
Violators could be fined up to a maximum 
of $1,000 or a year in prison, or both. 
Should· the violation result in serious 
Injury or death, the maximum punish
ment is a maximum fine of $10,000 or up 
to 20 years' imprisonment, or both. In 
addition, any official who fails to carry 
out his duty to prevent such crime may 
be fined up to $5,000 or imprisoned not 
more than 5 years, or both. 

To clarify the fact ~hat Federal juris
diction exists in such cases-even though 
the crime is committed within the bor
ders of a single State-the amendments 
contain the following congressional find
ing: 

(a) The Congress finds that willful inter
ference with, or obstruction of any process 
or proceeding of a State or territory or politi
cal subdivision thereof, for the apprehen
sion, confinement, trial and punishment of 
any person charged with a crime or held 
for investigation or as a material witness, 
through acts or threats of force by persons 
not acting under lawful authority consti
tutes a deprivation of rights, privileges and 
immunities guaranteed to such person by 
the Constitution of the United States, in
cluding such person's right not to be de· 
prived of life, liberty, or property without 
due process of law. The Congress further 
finds that such interference or obstruction 
threatens the administration of justice of 
the several States and thereby imperils their 
republican form of government which, under 
the Constitution of the United States, it is 
the obligation of the United States to guar
antee. 

In the Mack Charles Parker case, the 
Governor of Mississippi has clearly gone 
on record in support of the entrance of 
the FBI into the case in his State; ac
cording to the New York Times report, 
he said: 

I want to thank the FBI for a thorough 
investigation and for making the results 
available for State action at the local level. 

It is reported that the Governor will 
now have the case presented to the next 
regular county grand jury which is 
scheduled to meet in November. The 
American people and our friends abroad 
will not forget what happened in April 
in Poplarville. I earnestly hope that 
lawful action by the local people in this 
community will serve the ends of justice, 
but there is the Federal Constitution 
and there are Federally granted rights 
to be vindicated here, too. 

Lynching is a Federal crime in the 
sense that it involves the national inter
est, and I deeply feel that the national 
interest should be protected, and that we 
should take the opportunity to protect it 
in connection with the first civil rights 
bill to come before us. 

The majority leader, by personal lead
ership, put through what he considered 
to be a meaningful change in rule XXII 
of the Senate, which permitted filibus
ters against civil rights bills. I think we 
have a right to expect that we shall have 
a civil rights bill before us at this ses
sion. What has happened in Poplarville 
onlY underlines and reemphasizes the 
urgent need for such legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be received, printed, 
and lie on the table. 

THE NEED FOR INCREASE IN EN
FORCEMENT PERSONNEL AT IN
TERNAL 'REVENUE SERVICE
AMENDMENTS 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, on 

Thursday of this week the Senate will 
have before it for consideration the an
nual Treasury and Post Office Depart
ment appropriation bill. I have sent to 
the desk three amendments which I pro
pose to offer in connection with that bill. 
They deal with the subject matter of the 
number of Internal Revenue enforce
ment personnel it is desirable to make 
provision for. 

In order that my colleagues may un
derstand the substance of the case I 
shall make on Thursday in support of 
those amendments, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in 
the RECORD a memorandum which I have 
caused to be prepared, entitled "Inter
nal Revenue Service in Need of Substan
tial Increase of Enforcement Personnel," 
and a very moving letter which I have 
received, entirely unsolicited, from Mr. 
Emil K. Melin, a former employee of the 
Internal Revenue Service, pointing out 
the drastic need for additional enforce
ment personnel to provide relief from the 
widespread chiseling and illegal evasion 
of taxation which is apparent all over 
the country. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum and letter were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
MEMORANDUM-INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE JN 

NEED OF SUBSTANTIAL INCREASE OF ENFORCE• 
MENT PERSONNEL 

There is a clear and pressing need for a 
substantial increase in the number of en
forcement personnel in the Internal Revenue 
Service in addition to the new personnel for 
whom funds were requested in the budget 
for fiscal 1960. 

(1) Personnel cuts by the Eisenhower ad
ministration and the Republican 80th Con
gress: The Eisenhower administration has 
cut the number of employees of the Internal 
Revenue Service by 3,000. In fiscal1958, the 
total number of enforcement personnel in 
the Internal Revenue Service numbered 23,-
712-3,076 less than in 1952, although 10 
percent more tax returns were filed in 1958 
than in 1952, and total Internal Revenue col
lections had increased by $15 billion. This 
cut was preceded by a 7,000-man reduction of 
IRS personnel under the Republican-con
trolled 80th Congress in 1947. Thus, in 1958 
there were about 9,000 fewer employees of the 
IRS than in 1946. 

( 2) Decreased deficiencies assessed: The 
statistics shown on the attached sheet indi
cate how costly the personnel slash .put into 
effect by the Eisenhower administration has 
been in terms of deficiencies assessed. Dur
ing the first 6 years of this administration, 
Internal Revenue collections from an ever
increasing number of returns filed averaged 
$27 billion more than during the last 6 years 
of the Truman administration. Nevertheless, 
the average annual amount of tax deficien
cies assessed has been $320 million less during 
the 6 Eisenhower years than during the 6 
Truman years. 

(3) Present personnel insufficient: Exist
ing personnel cannot process adequately the 
increasing tide of tax returns. In fiscal1958, 
the enforcement section of the IRS was able 
to audit only 2.6 million, or 3 percent, of the 
93.5 million returns filed. (House hearings, 
p. 427). In the same year, only 63.2 million, 
or 68 percent, of the returns filed were even 
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verified mathematically, although this me
chanical processing led to a net increase in 
tax Uab111ty of $61.8 million. Commissioner 
Latham stated, "We d<5 not even have enough 
people to do mathematical verification of re
turns • • • and we are falling further be
hind as the number of returns filed increases 
(Senate hearings, p. 73). 

(4) Amount of untaxed incomes: Commis
sioner Latham described the number of peo
ple who are simply not filing returns as 
"amazing" (House hearings p. 457). He 
estimated that the amount of taxable income 
not being taxed amounted to $25 billion or 
$26 billion per annum (Senate hearings, p. 
78). 

The results of a special audit by Internal 
Revenue Service of 36,000 representatives re
turns for 1949 were published recently. The 
audit indicated that a similar examination 
of 6.7 million business and professional re
turns for that year would have increased the 
aggregate net profit, less net loss reported on 
such returns, by 20 percent and yielded $2.7 
billion of additional taxable income. 

( 5) High yield for additional personnel: 
Existing personnel were able to collect $1.5 
billion from the 2.6 million audits performed 
1n fiscal 1958 (House hearings, p. 457). 

Commissioner Latham has C3timated that 
even during the first year of employment, a 
new revenue enforcement official can be ex
pected to collect $9 of otherwise uncollected 
revenue for every $1 spent to employ him, 
and in subsequent years of employment, the 
ratio is estimated to be about 13 to 1 (House 
hearings, p. 456) . Other Treasury officials 
have estimated that the ratio is as high as 
20 to 1 (House hearings, p. 50). 

(6) Administration proposals insufficient: 
The administration asked for an appropria
tion of $3.6 million in the 1f;60 budget to 
permit the hiring of 726 nevr enforcement 
personnel, including 100 revenue agents, 100 
revenue officers, 50 office auditors, and 35 
auditors' clerks (at an average cost of $4,927 
per person). The increase in enforcement 
personnel requested in the budget was de
scribed by Secretary Anderson as an abso
lute minimum (Senate hearings, p. 37) and 
extremely moderate from the standpoint of 
the Service's ability to recruit, train and 
assimilate into the organization well-quali
fied men (Senate hearings, p. 11). 

Commissioner Latham admitted that the 
Service had not asked for as many persons 
as it could use (Senate hearings, p. 80), and 
there is evidence that the Service's original 
request for funds for personnel was cut down 
substantially by the Bureau of the Budget 
(e.g., Internal Revenue Service asked for 96 
more new revenue agents and for $1.9 mil
lion more funds for new perwnnel thari 
were finally approved by the Budget and 
requested by the administration). 

It would be observed that the additional 
employees requested would only bring the 
enforcement section of the Service about 
one-quarter of the way back to its 1952 
strength. 

RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that $11.6 million be 

added to the appropriation for Internal Rev
enue Service for fiscal 1960 to provide funds 
for an increase in enforcement personnel of 
2,350 persons in addition to the funds re
quested by the administration to permit the 
employment of 726 new enforcement per
sonnel. 

Such appropriation would bring the en
forcement section up to its 1952 strength, 
which is patently necessary in view of the 
increase in the number of returns filed and 
indications of widespread nonreporting and 
overstatement of deductions and exemptions. 
If the ratios used by the Treasury to estimate 
increased revenues to be gained from the 
appropriation requested for additional per
sonnel are applied, the appropriation of 
$11.6 million for new personnel in addition 

.to the sums asked for in the budget would 
yield $105 million in public revenues in fiscal 
1960 and e150 mill1on 1n later years for 
similar appropriations. 

It should be emphasized, however, that 
these estimates of increased public revenues 
from increased appropriation for enforce
ment personnel are generally acknowledged 
to be conservative. If the additional funds 
recommended were used primarily for the 
employment of additional revenue agents 

and office auditors to permit more audits of 
large and complex business and professional 
returns, the increase in taxable income might 
be expected to approximate more closely the 
much higher figures indicated by the special 
1949 audit referred to above: a $2.7 billion 
rise in taxable income. Even if this increase 
were not fully achieved, the increase 1n pub
lic revenue might reasonably be expected to 
increase Treasury receipts to a much greater 
extent than indicated above. 

Deficiencies assessed 
Income tax Internal IRS en

forcement 
personnel 

IRS total !-----,----
Period returns revenue personnel 

collections Excess 
profits 

Total 

Million3 Million1 · 
(59, 693) ------- --- -- ------------
52, 830 -$451. 3 $1, 928. 6-
52,143 484.9 1, 897.0 
52, 266 561. 7 1, 891. 7 
55, 551 325. 9 1, 747. 6 
55, 805 280. 9 1, 856. 6 
56, 309 202. 0 1, 840. 2 

Average _______________ ------ __ __ I===5,;,3.=5=I====46=.=0=I===2=4~, 4=7=3=l=-=--=--=--=-=--=-=-=- I=--=-=-=--=-=--=-=--=l==1='=860=. =3 

1953_________ _________________________ __ 58. 5 69.7 24,455 53,463 156.7 1, 556.0 
1954 ______________________________ ------ 58. 5 69. 9 24, 551 51, 411 ------------ 1, 441. 6 
1955____________________________________ 57.6 66.3 23,984 50,890 -- ---------- 1, 478.9 
1956_____________ ______________ ________ _ 57.9 75. 1 24,027 50,682 ------------ 1, 412.8 
1957---- - ------------------------------- 59.5 80.2 23,935 51,364 - ---------- - 1, 663. 2 
1958____________________________________ 60.0 80.0 23,712 50,816 ------------ 1, 684.5 
1959 (estimate>------------------------ - ------------ ----- ---- --- -- ---------- 50,750 ------------ ------------
1960 (estimate>----- ------ -- ----------- - ------------ ---- ---- ---- ------------ 51,250 --- -------- - ----------- -

Average_------------------- - --- - 58. 7 73. 5 24,277 -- --------- - ------------ 1, 539.5 
(+5. 2) (+27. 5) ( -19G) ----------- - ------------ (-320. 8) 

Source: Annual Reports of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 

ARLINGTON, VA., May 12,1959. 
Hon. JosEPHS. CLARK, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 
In re: Increased appropriation for the In

ternal Revenue Service-particularly for 
more examining officers. 

. DEAR SENATOR CLARK: I hope you Will per
sonally read this letter and its enclosures. 

I quote the following from the column of 
Mr. Jerry Kluttz in the Washington Post of 
April 19, 1959, captioned "Senators Give Help 
to Revenue Service": 

. "Internal Revenue is getting solid support 
for its full budget. A dozen Senators, 
headed by Senator JosEPH S. CLARK, Demo
crat, of Pennsylvania, have called on the 
Senate Appropriations Committee to: 

"Restore the $2 .5 million cut from the In
ternal Revenue Service 1960 budget by the 
House; and 

"Consider a substantial increase over the 
amount recommended by the President to 
provide stricter enforcement of the tax laws. 

"CLARK and his colleagues are convinced 
that additional enforcement employees could 
collect up to $20 for every dollar of their cost. 
The Eisenhower administration, he added, 
had cut the Internal Revenue Service en
forcement staff by 3,000 employees, an action 
he described as costly economy. 

"If the House cut prevails, CLARK said In
ternal Revenue Service wouldn't be able to 
hire any of the 100 new revenue agents re
quested, only 35 of 204 office auditors, 35 of 
50 new office collectors, and 26 of 35 audit 
clerks." 

I am a 64-year-old retired supervisory offi
cial of the Washington office of the Internal 
Revenue Service, having retired August 31, 
1953, after 30 years service, more than 25 
of which were spent in a supervisory-ad
ministrative capacity. 

During my career I made several sugges
tions which resulted in legislation improv
ing administration of the tax laws. 

But to get to the nub of the matter. Dur
ing all the years I spent in the. Internal 
Revenue Service, it was almost the unani ... 
mous opinion of the audlt and_ te<;hnlcp.l 
personnel that enormous amounts of revenue 

were being lost to the U.S. Government 
through not having enough revenue agents-
the men who go out and examine taxpayers' 
books and records. 

It is my sincere and honest belief that 
just since 1948 at least $5 billion could have 
been collected had the force of revenue 
agents been adequate in number, or even 
reasonably adequate. (This amount would 
have been net after payment of salaries and 
expenses of such additional agents.) 

The national debt could have been this 
much less. 

This is not a self-serving statement on my 
part--for I am within a few weeks of 65 and 
never Expect to -work in the Internal Revenue 
S&v~eag~~ · 

I am unable to understand the rather 
general indift'erence over the years of so many 
Members of Congress to this matter. After 
all, when we collect additional taxes from 
taxpayers we are not taking from them 
money which is theirs. It is not theirs. It 
is money they legally owe to their Govern
ment, and since the Government is in the 
final analysis all the people of the United 
States it is money they owe all of us. (I 
used the word "legally" owed. If any tax
payer thinks he does not legally owe a de
ficiency in income tax, he has recourse to the 
Tax Court of the United States, a tribunal 
established by the Congress almost 35 years 
ago. And I might add that until that body 
has passed on his case he does not even 
have to pay.) 

I have learned that the new Commissioner 
of Internal Revenue, Mr. Dana Latham, 
seems to understand the problem. I cer
tainly wish him success in any effort he may 
malce to get more money for enforcement. 
And I appreciate the help that you and som~ 
other Members of the Congress are trying to 
give him. 

Let us look at this matter of more reve
nue agents from a business point of view. 
The Federal Government needs more reve
nue. It may be that in a year or two it will 
be necessary to raise income tax rates. This 
would mean a little . more from everyone. 
Would.n't it be. a: little comfo:r.t if the tax 
burden could · be lessened by a few hundred 
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million dollars a year? And this ti4Y ~um have no hesitation whatever in saying protect him, and see that all citizens· pay 
would come, not from the hides of tax- that an increase in the number of Inter- their lawful taxes? 
payers who :q.ave already paid what they nal Revenue agents and enforcement Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct. 
owe-and, thank God, a tremendou~ per- personnel generally, well within the I believe the indirect effect of adopting centage are honest--but from those taxpay· · 
ers who have not paid what they legally owe. capability of the Internal Revenue Serv- the amendments would be even greater 

Mr. Kluttz, in his article to which I re- ice to absorb and train, could not fail to than the direct effect. Word. would get 
ferred at the beginning of my letter, states net the Federal Government several hun- out that there was to be a real enforce
that you and your colleagues are convinced dred millions of dollars in the next fiscal · ment effort to require Americans to pay 
that additional enforcement employees (rev- year. the income taxes which they owed. I 
(mue agents) could collect . up to $20 for Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true also am sure this would substantially cut 
every dollar of their cost. I would go along that in the past 6 years-and perhaps down chiseling. 
with that. But say it was only $15---or even in the past 10 years-the number of en- From where I sit, the present benefit 
$10· Few businessmen would pass up · any- forcement personnel in the Internal of the · aniendinents which l shall offer thing like that-15 for 1, or 10 for 1. 

As a start, I would advocate $25 million Revenue Service has been sharply re- on Thursday would b~ to come within 
a year extra for more revenue agents. . duced? measurable distance of balancing the . 

As ' a. student of the Federal Government Mr. CLARK. The 80th Congress cut Federal budget, while at the same time 
for almost 40 years I know something of the 9,000 from the total personnel of the enabling the Federal Government to 
complex legislative processes of the Con- Internal Revenue Service. An additional make the appropriations necessary for 
gress and I realize that what I am about to 3,076 have been cut from the personnel national security and to ·continue a first 
say will seem rather naive. But I would like of the Enforcement Service since 1952. class America· on the domestic front'. . I to see a resolution put to a vote-a record 
vote-in both Houses of congress on the The purpose of one of my amend- do not pretend that these amendments 
simple question: "Do you favor an additional ments J.s to restore the personnel to the alone would accomplish that purpose; but 
appropriation of $25 million for the Internal level which existed when :President Tru- taken in conjunction with the proposals 
Revenue Service for more revenue agents- man left office. sponsored last week by the Senator from 
to bring in additional income taxes of $300 Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not also true Wisconsin, the Senator from Minnesota 
million a year-additional taxes which would that the number of returns and the [Mr. McCARTHY], the Senator from Illi· 
come from persons, or corporations, who . [ 
legally owe them?" amount of personal income taxed have nois Mr. DouGLAS], and myself, in my 

As ram typing the last page of this letter, both substantially increased since the judgment they would provide more than 
I wonder if it will accomplish anything. 80th Congress? enough money to balance the budget and 
But I have a great pride in the Internal Rev- Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct. enable us to be sure that our national 
enue Service-! did spend almost half my I do not carry in my head the exact defense was adeq1:1ately provided for, and 
lifetime in it--and so you have the letter. figures. They are set out in the memo- th~t our domestic economy w~uld not 

With best good wishes, I am, randum which I have offered for the grmd to a stop. Also, the public sector 
Respectfully, EMIL K. ·MELIN. RECORD. However, it is equally notable of our economy ~ould r~ce~ve the f_u~ds' 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · 

Mr. CLARK. I yield. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. It seems to me that 

it would be extremely helpful, in view of 
the vital importance of the amendments 
which· the Senator is to offer later, to 
place in the RECORD now some indication 
of the overall revenue consequences, the 
effect on the budget, and the effect on 
the ability of the Federal Government to 
provide services to the American people 
without deficit spending. I think it 
would be well to have in the RECORD a 
showing of the benefits which would flow 
from the amendments which the Senator 
from Pennsylvania is to offer. 

Mr. CLARK. I thank my friend for 
the suggestion. The memorandum 
which I have submitted outlines the facts 
in some detail, and I shall develop them 
fully on Thursday. 

Briefly, it may be said that there are 
varying estimates as to how much a real 
drive for enforcement, P.ided by addi
tional and badly needed enforcement per
sonnel would engender. My own view is 
that the result would be close to $1 bil
lion. There will be those who say that 
that is a fantastic figure, but I be
lieve I shall be able to support it on 
Thursday. The new Collector of Inter
nal Revenue, Mr. Latham, testified be
fore the Senate committee a few weeks 
ago that each new enforcement agent 
placed upon the payroll would yield $9 
the first year for every dollar he would 
cost the Federal Government; and $13 
in the second year and each year there
after. 

He also estimated that between $20 
billion and $30 billion of revenue subject 
to tax is not presently even being re
ported. 

One can build this pyramid up to 
what seems to be an incredible extent. I 

that the amount of deficiency assess- needs to enable ~t to el~rmnate existmg 
ment has declined substantially, not- ?bsolescence. It IS conceivable that, hav
withstanding the fact that the total mg done so, we would be able to make a 
volume of collections has greatly in- substantial payment on the national 
creased. debt, without in any way raising the 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is ·it not also _true general level of _taxation. . . 
that a very substantial number of re- . I . th~nk my fnend for his helpful m-: 
turns receive only a summary office tenectwns. 
check to see if the mathematics are The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
accurate? amen.dments will be received, printed, 

Mr. CLARK. Only 3 percent of the and he on the table. 
total number of income tax returns now 
being filed-60 million returns-are be- COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERN
ing currently audited. It may be said MENTAL RELATIONS - ADDI
that there is such a large volume of 
small returns that the figure of 3 per- TIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL 
cent is somewhat deceptive. However, 
there is testimony in the RECORD from 
the predecessor of the present Collector 
of Internal Revenue, a gentleman who 
resigned only last year, and who was an 
Eisenhower appointee, to the effect that 
because of the shortage of personnel only 
10 percent of the returns which should 
be audited are being audited. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that 
the auditing would result in the recovery 
of millions of dollars more than the cost 
of such auditing? 

Mr. CLARK. It would result in the 
recovery of a sum far in excess of the 
cost of the auditing. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not also true 
that the effect of such amendments 
would be merely to recover for the Fed
eral Government moneys to which the 
Federal Government is legally entitled? 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that 

under the present arrangement it is 
obvious that the honest taxpayer who 
pays his taxes in full is now being un
justly hurt and discriminated against, 
and that one effect of the Senator's 
amendments would be to safeguard and 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the name of the 
Senator from California [Mr. ENGLE] 
may be added as an additional cospon~ 
sor of the bill <S. 2026) to establish an 
Advisory Comission on Intergovernmen~ 
tal Relations, introduced by me, for my
self, and other Senators, on May 21, 
1959. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

AGREEMENT WITH GOVERNMENT 
OF FRANCE FOR COOPERATION 
ON USES OF ATOMIC ENERGY FOR 
MUTUAL DEFENSE PURPOSES 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, oh 

May 19, 1959, the President submitted 
to the Congress a proposed agreement 
between the United States and the Gov
ernment of France for cooperation on 
the uses of atomic energy for mutual 
defense purposes. On that same day the 
President also submitted to the Congress 
a proposed amendment to an existing 
agreement between the United States 
and the United Kingdom for cooperation 
on the uses of atomic energy for mutual 
defense purposes. 
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The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended by Public Law 85-479, approved 
July 2, 1958, requires that proposed 
agreements for cooperation involving 
exchange of atomic energy information 
or material for military purposes must 
be subjected to congressional review 
prior to becoming effective with the right · 
of Congress to disapprove. Under sec
tion 123d. of the Atomic Energy Ac-t of 
1954, as amended, no cooperation with 
another nation can be undertaken 
until-

The proposed agreement for cooperation, 
together with the approval and determina
tion of the President, if arranged pursuant 
to subsection 91c., 144b., or 144c., has been 
submitted to the Congress and referred to 
the Joint Committee and a period of 60 days 
has elapsed while Congress is in session, but 
any such proposed agreement for coopera
tion shall not become effective if during 
such 60-day period the Congress passes a 
concurrent resolution stating in substance 
that it does not favor the proposed agree
ment for cooperation. 

Section 123d. of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as amended, thus specifically 
gives Congress a share in the responsi
bility for these important types of agree
ments. 

The Subcommittee on Agreements for 
Cooperation, of which subcommittee I 
am chairman, will hold hearings on the 
two proposed agreements submitted by 
the President after which the subcom
mittee will make its report to the full 
committee which, in turn, will report to 
Congress its recommendation. 

It has been my practice in the past 
to introduce into the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD the text of proposed agreements 
in order to make available to all Mem
bers of Congress specific knowledge of 
the agreements so that Members in ad
dition to those of the Joint Committee 
will have the necessary information to 
fulfill their responsibilities. 

I, therefore, ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the body of the 
REcoRD the text of the proposed agree
ment for cooperation with France and 
the proposed amendment to the agree
ment for cooptration with the United 
Kingdom together with the accompany
ing recommendations of the Department 
of Defense, the State Department, and 
the Atomic Energy Commission, and the 
written approval of the President. 

There being no objection, the matters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE 
GOVERNMENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF FRANCE 
FOR COOPERATION ON THE USES OF ATOMIC 
ENERGY FOR MUTUAL DEFENSE PURPOSES 

The Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of the Re
public of France, 

Considering that their mutual security 
and defense require that they be prepared 
to meet the contingencies of atomic war
fare; 

Considering that they are participating 
together in international arrangements pur
suant to which they are making substantial 
and material contributions to their mutual 
defense and security; 
.. Recognizing that their common defense 
and security will be promoted by the trans
fer by the Government of the United States 

to the Government of the Republic of 
France of enriched uranium for use in the 
development and operation of a land based 
prototype submarine nuclear propulsion 
plant; 

Believing that such transfer can be un
dertaken without risk to the defense and 
security of either country; and 

Taking into consideration their respective 
laws in this matter and, in particular, con
cerning the United States, the Atomic Ener
gy Act of 1954, as amended, which was en
acted with these purposes in mind, 

Have agreed as follows: 
ARTICLE I 

General provision 
While the Government of the United 

States and the Government of the Republic 
of France are participating in an interna
tional arrangement for their mutual defense 
and security and making substantial and 
material contributions thereto, the Govern
ment of the United States will transfer by 
sale to the Government of the Republic of 
France agreed amounts of U-235 contained 
in uranium enriched up to ninety percent 
(90 % ) in the isotope U-235 for use in the 
development and operation of a land based 
prototype submarine nuclear propulsion 
plant, in accordance with the provisions of 
this Agreement, provided that the Govern
ment of the United States determines that 
such transfers will promote, and will not 
constitute an unreasonable risk to, its de
fense and security. 

ARTICLE n 
Transfer of enriched uranium 

A. Pursuant to Article I hereof the Gov
ernment of the United States will transfer 
by sale agreed amounts of U -235 contained 
in uranium enriched up to ninety percent 
(90 % ) in the istotope U-235, as needed 
for use in the development and operation 
of a land based prototype submarine 
nuclear propulsion plant, during the ten 
(10) years following the date of entry into 
force of this Agreement, on such terms and 
conditions as may be agreed. The net 
amount of any uranium transferred here
under during such period shall not exceed 
four hundred forty (440) kilograms of con
tained U -235 except that the net amount of 
U-235 contained in uranium enriched to 
more than twenty percent (20%) in the iso
tope U -235 shall not exceed three hundred 
(300) kilograms; the net amount shall be 
the gross quantity of contained U-235 in 
uranium transferred to the Government of 
the Republic of France during such period 
less the quantity of contained recoverable 
U -235 which has been resold or otherwise 
returned to the Government of the United 
States during such periOd. If the Govern
ment of the Republic of France so requests, 
the Government of the United States will, 
during such period, authorize the conver
sion in private facilities in the United States 
of UF8 to metal or other forms, as may be 
agreed, from the enriched uranium trans
ferred under this Agreement. 

B. If the Government of the Republic of 
France so requests, the Government of the 
United States will during such ten year 
period on terms and conditions to be agreed, 
reprocess any material transferred under 
this Agreement in facilities of the Govern
ment of the United States, if the reprocess
ing of such material is technically feasible 
in said facilities, or authorize such reproc
essing in private fac11ities in the United 
States. Enriched uranium recovered in 
reprocessing such materials by either Party 
m ay be purchased by the Government of the 
United States under terms and conditions 
to be agreed. Enriched uranium recovered 
in reprocessing such materials and not pur
chased by the Government of the United 
States shall be returned to or r etained by 

the Government of the Republic of France 
and any U -235 not purchased by the Gov
ernment of the United States will be credited 
to the amounts of U -235 to be transferred 
by the Government of the United States 
under this Agreement. 

C. The Government of the United States 
shall be compensated for enriched uranium 
sold by it pursuant to this Article at the 
United States Atomic Energy Commission's 
published charges applicable to the domes
tic distribution of such material in effect 
at the time of the sale. Any purchase of 
enriched uranium by the Government of 
the United States pursuant to this Article 
shall be at the applicable price of the 
United States Atomic Energy Commission 
for the purchase of enriched uranium in 
effect at the time of purchase of such 
enriched uranium. · 

ARTICLE m 
Responsibility for use of information ana 

material 
The application or use of any information 

or material communicated, exchanged or 
transferred under this Agreement shall be 
the responsibility of the Party receiving it, 
and the other Party does not provide any 
indemnity, and does not warrant the accu
racy or completeness of such information 
and does not warrant the suitab111ty of com
pleteness of such information or material for 
any particular use or application. 

ARTICLE IV 

Conditions 
A. Cooperation under this Agreement w111 

be carried out by each of the Parties in 
accordance with its applicable laws. 

B. Restricted Data shall not be com
municated under this Agreement, and no 
materials shall be transferred under this 
Agreement in such form as would involve 
the communication of Restricted Data. 

C. The enriched uranium transferred 
pursuant to this Agreement shall be used by 
the Government of the Republic of France 
exclusively in the development and opera
tion of a land based prototype submarine 
nuclear propulsion plant in the preparation 
or implementation of defense plans in the 
mutual interests of the two countries. 

ARTICLE V 

Guaranties 
The Government of the Republic of 

France guarantees that: 
A. The safeguards provided in Article VI 

shall be maintained. 
B. Any materials transferred pursuant to 

this Agreement shall not be transferred by 
the Government of the Republic of France, 
or persons under its jurisdiction, to any un
authorized persons, or transferred beyond 
the jurisdiction of the Government of the 
Republic of France except as the Govern
ment of the United States, pur:mant to its 
laws, may agree to transfer of such material 
to another nation, and then only if in the 
opinion of the Government of the United 
States such transfer is authorized by an 
agreement for cooperation between the Gov
ernment of the United States and the other 
nation. 

ARTICLE VI 

Safeguards 
In order to assure use as provided in para

graph C of Article IV, the Parties shall have 
the same rights and obligations under this 
Agreement with resp ect to reactors, equip
ment and devices, and materials and their 
derivatives as they now have under Article 
X of the Agreement for Cooperation Con
cerning the Civil Uses of Atomic Energy be
tween the Parties, signed at Washington on 
June 19, 1956, as amended by the Agreement 
signed on July 3, 1957, with respect to re
actors, equipment and devices, and materials 
and their derivatives. 
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ARTICLE VU 
Definitions 

For the purposes of this Agreement: 
A. "Restricted Data" means all data con

cerning (1) design, manufacture, or utili
zation of atomic weapons; (2) the produc
tion of special nuclear material; or (3) the 
use of special nuclear material in the pro
duction of energy, but shall not include 
data declassified or removed from the cate
gory of Restricted Data by the appropriate 
authority. 

B. ''Person" means: 
1. any individual, corporation, partner

ship, -firm, association, trust, estate, public 
or private institution, group, government 
agency or government corporation other 
than the United States Atomic Energy Com
mission and the French Commissariat for 
At omic Energy; and 

2. any legal successor, representative, 
agent or agency of the ~oregoing , 

C. "Parties•• means the Government of the 
United States and the Government of the 
Republic of France, including the United 
States Atomic Energy Commission on be
half of the Government of the United States 
and the French Gommissariat for Atomic 
Energy on behalf of the Government of the 
Republic of France. ''Party" means one of 
the above ''Parties". 

D. "Development and operation" shall be 
construed to include· critical experiments 
required in the development and operation 
of a land based prototype submarine nuclear 
propulsion plant. 

ARTICLE VIU 
Duration 

This Agreement shall enter in to force on 
the date on which each Government shall 
have received from the other Government 
written notification that it has complied 
with all statutory and constitutional re
quirements for the entry into force of this 
.Agreement, and shall remain in force until 
terminated by agreement of both Parties 
except that Article II of this Agreement shall 
terminate ten years following the entry into 
force of this Agreement. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned, duly 
authorized, have signed this Agreement. 

Done at Washington In duplicate in the 
English and French languages, both texts 
being equally authentic, this seventh day 
of May, 1959. 

For the Government of the United States 
of America: 

CHRISTIAN A. HERTER. 
For the Government of the Republic of 

France: 
HERVE ALPHAND. 

Certified to be a true copy of the English 
text: 

HALVOR 0. EKERN, 
Office of the Special Assistant to 

the Secretary for Atomic Energy, 
Department of State. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 

as amended, I am submitting herewith to 
each House of the Congress an authoritative 
copy in the English text of an agreement be
tween the Government of the United States 
of America and the Government of the Re
public of France for cooperation in the uses 
of atomic energy for mutual defense pur
poses. The agreement has been executed on 
May 7, 1959, by the Secretary of State on be
half of the Government of the United States, 
and by the Ambassador of France to the 
United states on behalf of the Government 
of the Republic of France. 

To assist France in the development of 
a land-baseq prototype submarine propulsion 
plant, and in response to a request by 
France for U.S. cooperation in this field, our 
Governments have concluded this agree
m ent whereby the United States will sell to 

Franee a quantity of enriched nuclear fuel 
for this purpose. 

The agreement recognizes the relationship 
of this assistance to the mutual security of 
the two nations, and the contribution to 
joint defense arrangements which transfer 
of this material will make. As the result 
of discussions with the French, it has been 
determined that the amounts envisaged for 
sale to France should permit them to carry 
out the proposed project. 

The transfer of the nuclear fuel under 
this agreement will be carried out in accord
ance with the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended, and pursuant thereto I have de
termined that performance of this coopera
tion will promote and will not constitute an 
unreasonable risk to, the common defense 
and security of the United States. It will be 
noted that the agreement does not provide 
for the communication of restricted data. 

I am also transmitting a copy of the 
Secretary of State's letter accompanying the 
text of the agreement, a copy of a joint let
ter from the Chairman of the Atomic Ener
gy Commission and the Secretary of Defense 
recommending my approval of this agree
ment, and a copy of my memorandum in re
ply thereto setting forth my approvaL 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 
THE WHITE HoUSE, May 19, 1959. 
(Enclosures: {1) Agreement between the 

Government of the United States of Amer
ica and the Government of the Republic of 
France for cooperation in the uses of atomic 
energy for mutual defense purposes; (2} 
copy of Secretary of State's letter accom
panying copies of the signed agreement; 
(3} copy of a. joint letter from the Secretary 
of Defense and the Chairman of the AEC 
recommending my approval of the agree
ment_; (4) a copy of my memorandum in re
ply thereto setting forth my approval.) 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington,. May 7,1959. 

THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 

THE PRESIDENT: The undersigned, the Sec
retary of State, has the honor to submit to 
the President with a view to Its transmission 
to the Congress, pursuant to the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as am.ended, an agree
ment between the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government of the 
Republic of France for Cooperation on the 
Uses of Atomic Energy for Mutual Defense 
Purposes. 

This agreement was signed on May 7, 1959, 
on behalf of the United States pursuant to 
the authorization granted in your memo
randum of May 5, 1959, to the Secretary of 
Defense and the Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 

A copy of that memorandum was received 
by the Secretary of State from the President. 

Respectfully submitted. 
CHRISTIAN A. HERTER. 

(Enclosure: Agreement between the Gov
ernment of the United States of America and 
the Government of the Republic of France 
for Cooperation on the Uses of Atomic En
ergy for Mutual Defense Purposes.) 

U.S. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., May 2, 1959. 

THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The U.S. Atomic En
ergy Commission and the Secretary of De
fense recommend that you approve the at
tached agreement between the Government 
of the United States of America and the 
Government of the Republic of France for 
Cooperation on the Uses of Atomic Energy 
for Mutual Defense Purposes. It is further 
recommended that you authorize the execu
t ion of this proposed agreement on behalf 
of the United States of America. The Sec-

retary of State concurs in the recommenda
·tions herein. 

The cooperation provided for in the agree
ment is authorized by the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as amended by Public Law 85-
479. The Republic of France is participating 
with the United States in an international 
arrangement pursuant to which the Repub
lic of France is making substantial and ma
terial contributions to the mutual defense 
and security. 

This agreement provides. for the transfer 
by sale by the Government of the United 
States to the Government of the Republic of 
France during the period of 10 years follow
ing the date of entry into force of this agree
ment of agreed amounts of U235 contained 
in uranium enriched up to 90 percent in the 
isotope U235 as needed for use in the de
velopment and operation of a land- based 
prototype submarine nuclear propulsion 
plant. The net amount of any uranium 
transferred under this agr~ement shall not 
exceed 440 kilograms of contained U235 ex
cept that the net amount of U235 contained 
in uranium enriched to more than 20 per
cent in the isotope U235 shall not exceed 300 
kilograms. No restricted data or classified 
defense information shall be communicated 
under this agreement. 

The transfer of enriched uranium for use 
in the development and operation of a land 
based prototype submarine nuclear propul
sion. plant is responsive to a specific request 
from. the French Government and is for the 
purpose of assisting France in the develop
ment. of a nuclear submarine capability in 
the French fleet. 

The agreement provides that the Govern
ment of the Republic of France guarantees 
that materials transferred under this agree
ment shall be used exclusively in the de
velopment and operation of a land-based 
prototype submarine nuclear propulsion 
plant in the preparation or implementation 
of defense plans in the mutual interests of 
the two countries. Appropriate safeguards 
are contained in the agreement to assure 
such use. The agreement also contains a 
commitment that the Government of the 
Republic of France will not transfer any 
materials received pursuant to this agree
ment to unauthoriz.ed persons or beyond the 
jurisdiction of the Government. of the Re
public of France except as the Government 
of the United States. pursuant to its laws, 
may agree to transfer of such material to 
another nation and then only if in the opin
ion of the Government of the United States 
such transfer is authorized by an agreement 
for cooperation between the Government of 
the United States· and the other nation. 

This agreement,. except for article II,. shall 
remain in force until terminated by agree
ment of both parties thus assuring con
tinued protection for materials transferred 
in accordance with the provisions of the 
agreement. Article II, providing for trans
fer of enriched uranium, shall terminate · 
10 years following the entry into force of 
the agreement. 

In accordance with the provisions of sec
tion 91 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 
as amended, the agreement specifically pro
vides in article I that agreed amounts of 
enriched uranium will be transferred to the 
Government of the Republic of France only 
when the Government of the· United States 
determines that such transfers will promote 
and will not constitute an unreasonable 
risk to its defense and security while the 
United States and France are participatin g 
in an international arrangement for their 
mutual defense and security and making 
substantial and material contributions 
thereto. Cooperation under article II of 
the agreement would be undertaken only 
when these conditions prevail. 

It is the considered opinion of th& 
Atomic Energy Commission and the Depart
m ent of Defense that the performance of 
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the proposed agreement will promote and 
will not constitute an unreasonable risk to 
the common defense and security of the 
United States. Accordingly, it is recom
mended that you ( 1) approve the program 
as set forth herein and in the attached 
agreement, for the transfer of agreed 
amounts of enriched uranium; (2) deter
mine that the performance of this agree
ment will promote and will not constitute 
an unreasonable risk to the common defense 
and security of the United States; (3) ap
prove the proposed agreement for cooper
ation; and (4) authorize the execution of 
the proposed agreement for the Govern
ment of the United States by the Secretary 
of State. 

Respectfully yours, 
JoHN A. McCoNE, 

Chairman, Atomic Energy Commissi on. 
APRIL 29, 1959. 

DONALD QUARLES, 
Secretary, Department of Defense. 

MAY 2, 1959. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, May 5, 1959. 

:MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE; 
THE CHAIRMAN, ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
In your joint letter of May 2, 1959, to me, 

you recommended that I approve a proposed 
agreement between the Government of the 
United States of America and the Govern
ment of the Republic of France for cooper
ation on the uses of atomic energy for mu
tual defense purposes. 

France is participating with the United 
States in an international arrangement pur
suant to which it is making substantial and 
material contributions to the mutual defense 
and security. The proposed agreement will 
permit cooperation necessary to assist France 
in the development of a nuclear submarine 
capability for defense plans in the mutual 
interests of the two countries, subject to 
provisions, conditions, guarantees, terms, and 
special determinations, which are most ap
propriate in this important area of mutual 
assistance. 

Having considered the cooperation pro
vided for in the agreement, including your 
joint recommendations, guarantees, and 
other terms and conditions of the agreement, 
I hereby (1) approve the program for the 
transfer of enriched uranium in the quanti
ties and under the terms and conditions pro
vided in the joint letter to me from the Sec
retary of Defense and the Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission dated May 2, 
1959, and in the proposed agreement; (2) 
determine that the performance of this agree
ment will promote and will not constitute 
an unreasonable risk to the common defense 
and security of the United States; (3) ap
prove the proposed agreement for coopera
tion; and (4) authorize the execution of the 
proposed agreement for the Government of 
the United States by the Secretary of State. 

After execution of the agreement, I shall 
submit it to the Congress. 

I am forwarding a copy of this memoran
dum to the Secretary of State. 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 

AMENDMENT TO THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA AND THE GOVERNMENT OF THE 
UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN AND 
NORTHERN IRELAND FOR COOPERATION ON 
THE USES OF ATOMIC ENERGY FOR MUTUAL 
DEFENSE PURPOSES OF JULY 3, 1958 
The Government of the United States of 

America and the Government of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire
land on its own behalf and on behalf of the 
United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority; 

Desiring to amend in certain respects the 
Agreement for Cooperation on the Uses of 
Atomic Energy for Mutual Defense Purposes 
_(hereinafter referred to as the Agreement for 

Cooperation) signed a1; _Washington on the 
third day of July, 1958; 

Have agreed as follows: 
ARTICLE 1 

The following new Article shall be in
serted after Article III of the Agreement for 
Cooperation: 

"ARTICLE III BIS 
"Transfer of materials and equipment 
"A. The Government of the United States 

shall transfer to the Government of the 
United Kingdom the following in such quan
tities, at such times prior to Dec_ember 31, 
1969, and on such terms and conditions as 
may be agreed: 

"1. non-nuclear parts of atomic weapons 
which parts are for the purpose of im
proving the United Kingdom's state of train
ing and operational readiness; 

"2. other non-nuclear parts of atomic 
weapons systems involving Restricted Data 
which parts are for the purpose of 1m
proving the United Kingdom's state of train
ing and operational readiness when in ac
cordance with appropriate requirements of 
applicable laws; 

"3. special nuclear m aterial for research 
on, development of, production of, or use 
in utilization facilities for military applica
tions; and 

"4. source, by-product and special nuclear 
material, and other material, for research 
on, development of, or use in atomic weap
ons when, after consultation with the Gov
ernment of the United Kingdom, the Gov
ernment of the United States determines 
that the transfer of such material is neces
sary to improve the United Kingdom's atom
ic weap~m design, development or fabrica
tion capability. 

"B. The Government of the United King
dom shall transfer to the Government of the 
United States for military purposes such 
source, by-product and special nuclear ma
t erial, and equipment of such types, in such 
quantities, at such times prior to December 
31, 1969, and on such terms and conditions 
as may be agreed. 

"C. 1. With respect to by-product mate
rial, special nuclear material and other ma
terial transferred from one Party to the 
other under this Article, the recipient Party 
agrees not to use any such material for 
purposes other than those for which it was 
received, provided that material which has 
lost its identity as a result of commingling 
with other material of the recipient Party 
may be put to other uses if the recipient 
Party retains an equivalent amount of its 
own material for the purpose for which the 
other Party's material was received. 

"2. For material or equipment transferred 
from one Party to the other Party, the re
cipient Party shall pay or reimburse, as may 
be agreed, all packaging, transportation and 
related costs. Packaging, shipping contain
ers and methods of shipment shall be as may 
be agreed. 

"3. Should either Party desire to acquire 
materials or components for use in the man
ufacture or in preparation for manufacture 
of atomic weapons from any source within 
the jurisdiction of the other Party, the pro
curing Party shall inform the other Party 
of the proposed procurement in order that 
such other Party may determine whether the 
proposed procurement involves classified in
formation and if so whether the proposed 
procurement is in compliance with its ap
plicable laws and regulations." 

ARTICLE 2 
Article VII of the Agreement for Coopera

tion shall be amended to read as follows: 
"ARTICLE vn 

"Dissemination 
"Nothing in this Agreement shall be inter

preted or shall operate as a bar or restric
tion to consultation or cooperation in any 

field of defense by either Parti with other 
nations or international organizations. 
Neither Party, however, shall communicate 
classified information or· transfer or P.ermit 
access to or use of materials, or equipment, 
made available by the other Party pursuant 
to this Agr~ment to any nation or interna
tional organization unless: 

"A. it is notified by the other Party that 
all appropriate provisions and requirements 
of such other Party's applicable laws, includ
ing authorization by competent bodies of 
such other Party, have been complied with 
as necessary to authorize such other Party 
directly so to communicate to, transfer to 
or permit access to or use by such other 
nation or international organization; and 
further that such ot her Party authorizes 
the recipient P arty so to communicate to, 
transfer to or permit access to or use by 
such other nation or international organiza
tion; or 

"B. in the case of communication of 
classified information and access to ma
terials or equipment, such other party has 
informed the recipient Party that such 
other Party has so communicated such classi
fied information to, or permitted access to 
such materials or equipment by, such other 
nation or international organization; or 

"C. in the case of material which has lost 
its identity as a result of commingling with 
other material of the recipient Party, the 
recipient Party retains an amount under its 
jurisdiction equivalent to that made avail
able to it by the other Party under this 
Agreement." 

ARTICLE 3 

Article IX of the Agreement for Coopera
tion shall be amended as follows: 

(1) The words "Article III" shall be deleted 
from paragraph A, subparagraph 2 of para
graph B, and subparagraph 1 of paragraph D, 
and the words "Articles III or III bis" shall 
be substituted therefor. 

(2) The words "submarine propulsion 
plant and spare parts transferred pursuant to 
paragraph A of Article III" shall be deleted 
from subparagraph 1 of paragraph B, and the 
words "submarine propulsion plant, spare 
parts or equipment transferred pursuant to 
paragraph A of Article III or paragraph A or 
paragraph B of Article III bis" shall be sub
stituted therefor. 

ARTICLE 4 

Article XI of the Agreement for Coopera
tion shall be amended as follows: 

( 1) Paragraph C shall be amended by add
ing at the end thereof the following: 

" 'Equipment' also includes non-nuclear 
parts of atomic weapons and other non
nuclear parts of atomic weapons systems 
involving Restricted Data." 

(2) After paragraph H add the following: 
"I. 'Non-nuclear parts of atomic weapons' 

means parts of atomic weapons which are 
specially designed for them and are not in 
general use in other end products and which 
are not made, in whole or in part, of spe
cial nuclear material; and 'other non-nu
clear parts of atomic weapons systems in
volving Restricted Data' means parts of 
atomic weapons systems, other than non
nuclear parts of atomic weapons, which con
tain or reveal atomic information and which 
are not made, in whole or in part, of special 
nuclear material. "J. 'Atomic information' 
means information designated 'Restricted 
Data' or 'Formerly Restricted Data• by the 
Government of the United States and in
formation designated 'ATOMIC' by the Gov
ernment of the United Kingdom." 

ARTICLE 5 

Article XII of the Agreement for Coopera
tion shall be amended as follows: 

The words "to take effect at the end of a 
term of ten years," shall be deleted and the 
words "to take effect on December 31, 1969," 
shall be substituted therefor. 
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ARTICLE 8 

This Amendment, which shall be regarded 
as an integral part- of the Agreement for 
Cooperation, shall enter into force on the 
date on which each Government shall have 
received from the other Government written 
notification that it has complied with all 
statutory and constitutional requirements 
for the entry into force of this Amendment. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned, duly 
authorized, have signed this Amendment. 

Done at Washington this seventh day of 
May 1959, in two original texts. 

For the Government of the United States 
of America: 

CHRISTIAN B. HERTER. 
For the Government of the United King

dom of G1"eat Britain and Northern Ireland: 
HAROLD RACCIA. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 

1954, as amended, I am submitting herewith 
to each House of the Congress an authorita
tive copy of an amendment to the agreement 
between the . Government of the United 
States of America and the Government of 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland for cooperation on 'fihe uses 
of atomic energy for mutual defense pur
poses of July 3, 1958. The amendment was 
signed at Washington on May 7, 1959. 

The agreement of July 3, 1958, for. coopera
tion on the uses of atomic energy for military 
purposes provided for the exchange of in-. 
formation covering the design and use of 
atomic weapons and other military applica
tions of atomic energy and for the sale to the 
United Kingdom of a nuclear submarine pro
pulsion plant and necessary fuel. Numer
ous exchanges have been made under this 
agreement, and both nations have benefited 
from these exchanges. 

Under the provisions of the agreement 
there have been discussions between repre
sentatives of the two nations concerning the 
nature and scope of equipment and mate
rials exchanges which would best contribute 
to our common defense and security and 
further benefit our two nations. As a result 
of these discussions an amendment to the 
agreement has been developed to further the 
goal of our mutual defense. It is gratifying 
to note that this amendment will also re
sult in conservation of scientific and tech
nical manpower and effort, and capital 
which would otherwise be required in pro
viding duplicate facilities to meet our cor
responding but separate requirements. 

I am also transmitting a copy of the Sec
retary of State's _letter accompanying au
thoritative copies of the signed amendment, 
a copy of a joint letter from the Chairman 
of the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Secretary of Defense recommending my ap
proval of this amendment, and a copy of my 
memorandum in reply thereto setting forth 
my approval. 

(Enclosures: (1) Copy of amendment to 
the agreement between the Government of 
the United States of America and the Gov
ernment of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland for cooperation 
on the uses of atomic energy for mutual de
fense purposes; (2) copy of Secretary of 
State's letter accompanying copies of the 
signed amendment; (3) copy of a joint letter 
from the Secretary of Defense and the Chair
man of the AEC recommending my approval 
of the amendment; (4) copy of my memo
randum in reply thereto setting forth my ap
proval.) 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 19, 1959. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, May 7, 1959. 

THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 

THE PRESIDENT: The undersigned, the Sec
retary of State, has t:Pe honor to submit 

to the President with a view to its trans
mission to the Congress, pursuant to the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 
an amendment to the agreement between · 
the Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern · 
Ireland for Cooperation on the Uses of 
Atomic Energy for Mutual Defense Pur
poses. signed at Washington under date of 
July 3, 1958. 

This amendment was signed on May 7, 
1959, on behalf of the United States pur
suant to the authorization granted in your 
memorandum of May 5, 1959, to the Secre
tary of Defense and the Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

A copy of that memorandum was received 
by the Secretary of State from the Presi
dent. 

Respectfully submitted. 
CHRISTIAN A. HERTER. 

(Enclosures: Amendment to the agree
ment between the Government of the 
United States of America and the Govern
ment of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland for Coopera
tion on the Uses of Atomic Energy for Mu
tual Defense Purposes.) 

U.S. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., May 2, 1959 . . 

THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The U.S. Atomic 
En~rgy CommiSsion and the Secretary of De
fe-nse recommend that you approve the at
tached amendment to the agreement be
tween the Government of the United States 
of America and the Government of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and North
ern Ireland for cooperation on the uses of 
atomic energy for mutual defense purposes. 
It is further recommended that you author
ize the execution of this proposed amend
ment to the agreement on behalf of the 
United States of America. The Secretary of 
State concurs in the recommendations here
ln. 

You will recall that the present agreement, 
which was executed on July 3, 1958, provided 
for increased cooperation with the United 
Kingdom under the authority of the Atomic· 
Energy Act of 1954 aS' amended by Public 
Law 85-479. It provided the necessary . 
framework for the exchange of certain clas
sified information and the transfer of certain 
equipment and materials for military uses. 

In the area of information, the agreement 
provided for exchange of information within 
the limits imposed by sections 144b and 144c 
of the Atomic Energy Act, as amended. Such 
information covered the development of de
fense plans; the training of personnel; the 
evaluation of the capability of potential 
enemies in the employment of atomic 
weapons and other military applications; the 
development of delivery systems capable of 
carrying atomic weapons; design, develop
ment, and fabrication of atomic weapons; 
and research, development, and design of 
military reactors. The agreement continued 
in effect submarine reactor cooperation 
earlier undertaken and provided for broader 
cooperation in the military reactor field in 
the future. 

In the area of equipment and materials, 
the agreement provided for the transfer by 
sale to the United Kingdom of one complete 
submarine nuclear propulsion plant and fuel 
for operation of this plant for a period of 10 
years. 

It is believed that this agreement has re
sulted in significant advances to our mutual 
defense and security. Both governments 
have benefited extens.ively from the exchange 
of information under the provisions of this 
agreement. 

You will recall that although authorized 
by Public Law 85-479, the agreement did not 
provide for the transfer of nonnuclear parts 

of atoinic weapons or other nonnuclear parts 
of atomic weapons systems or of materials 
for research on, development. of, or use in 
atomic weapons or of. materials for research 
on. development of, or production of utiliza
tion facUiti.es for milltary application. Until 
such time as discussions could be held with 
the United Kingdom under the authority of 
Public Law 85-479 and the new agreement, it 
was not. possible to determine the nature or 
scope of equipment and materials exchanges 
which would best contribute to our c01nmon 
defense and security. Such discussions have 
since been held, and the purpose of the at
tached amendment to the agreement is to 
provide for the transfer of such equipment 
and materials .. 

As we stated when we subtni.tted the agree
ment for your approval, the United Kingdom 
is participating with the United States ·in 
international arrangements pursuant to · 
which the United Kingdom is making sub
stantial and material contributions to the 
mutual defense and security, and the United 
Kingdom has made substantial progress in 
the development of atomic weapons. 

The amendment provides for the transfer 
from the United States to the United King
dom of (a) nonnuclear parts of atomic weap
ons and other nonnuclear parts of atomic 
weapons systems involving restricted data for 
the purpose of improving the United King
dom's state of training and operational · 
readiness; (b) special nuclear materials for 
t·esearch on, development of, production of, 
or use in utilization facilities for military ap
plications; and (c) certain source, byproduct, 
and special nuclear materials, and other ma
terials for research on, development of, or 
use in atomic weapons necessary to improve 
the United Kingdom atomic weapon design, 
development or fabrication capabilities. 

The amendment provides for the transfer 
of similar materials and equip~ent from the 
United Kingdom to the United States. 

The transfers are to take place from time 
to time during the period ending December 
31, 1969. The quantities and other terms 
and conditions of the transfers will be as 
agreed by the parties. In this connection, 
the maximum quantities of materials to be 
transferred by the United States prior to 
December 31, 1969, is contained in a sup
plementary classified letter. These quanti.:. 
ties of materials can be made available for 
transfer during this period without adverse 
effect on our defense program. However, it 
is not possible to determine at this time all 
the types and the quantities of nonnuclear 
parts of atomic weapons and other nonnu
clear parts of atomic weapons systems in
volving restricted data which should be 
transferred between the parties prior to De
cember 31, 1969, to iniprove our common de
fense. 

The amendment, therefore, provides that 
the parties will agree from time to time on 
types and quantities to be transferred. All 
such agreements will be submitted for your 
approval and, in accordance with the provi
visions of section 91c of the Atomic Energy 
Act and article I of the agreement be sub
ject to your determination that the proposed 
transfer· will promote and will not constitute 
an unreasonable risk to the common defense 
and security. It is contemplated that trans
fers of equipment for use in manufacture of 
weapons will be by sale with the purchasing 
party paying the cost of the other party in 
providing the equipment. It is also con
templated that equipment transferred for 
other uses may be sold, leased or loaned by 
the United States. Materials will also be 
transferred by sale. In this connection, it 
is contemplated that highly enriched u~::;; 

sold by the United States will be paid for 
with plutonium at the rate of 1 grain of 
plutonium for 1.76 grains of uzas. 

While the quantities of equipment and ma
terials which will be transferred by the 
United States will not adversely interfere 
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with our defe;nse program, they w111 be such 
as to add to the United Kingdom's defense 
capability, and will preclude unnecessary 
duplication of effort, facilities and funds and 
will provide for our greater collective secu
rity. The intended application of materials 
to the United Kingdom nuclear weapon pro
duction program as to types and time sched
ules for the next 10 years is considered con
sistent with current and planned force struc
tures and delivery capabilities and in con
sonance with the contribution the United 
Kingdom is expected to make to the defense 
of NATO and to the m111tary strength and 
solidarity of the Western Alliance. 

Considering the progress to date on ex
change of information within the limits 
imposed by section 144b and 144c provided 
for in the agreement, the expanded coopera
tion with the United Kingdom now proposed 
will contribute markedly to the development 
of practical and economical measures for ap
plying the resources of both countries to the 
common defense and will serve as further 
evidence of the military, political and scien
tific bonds between the two nations. 

In view of all the foregoing reasons the 
transfer of materials as proposed in the 
amendment is necessary to improve the 
atomic weapon design, development or fabri
cation capability of the United Kingdom. 

The amendment recognizes that some ma
terials and components which one party may 
wish to procure from sources within the 
jurisdiction of the other party may be pro
cured without an agreement for cooperation, 
provided that classified information not in
volving atomic information involved in the 
procurement may properly be communicated 
to the purchasing party. The amendment, 
therefore, provides that the other party will 
be informed of any such proposed procure
ment of materials or components for use in 
the manufacture of atomic weapons in order 
that it may insure compliance with its ap
plicable laws and regulations. 

The amendment also revises the dissemi
nation article of the agreement. This re
vision is intended to make more specific the 
meaning of the original article; namely, that 
information, materials, or equipment re
ceived by one party will not be communicated 
or transferred by that party to a third nation 
or international organization unless the 
party furnishing the information, material, 
or equipment authorizes the communication 
or transfer after determining that it could ef
fect the communication or transfer directly, 
or in the case of information, that it had pre
viously communicated the information to 
such nation or organization. Special provi
sion is made for materials which it is not 
practicable to keep separate from other ma
terials of the receiving party, such as mate
rials which become intermingled, or scrap 
resulting from manufacturing processes. To 
avoid burdensome and costly administrative 
procedures, which would otherwise be nec
essary to trace and identify this material, the 
amendment provides than an equivalent 
amount of the material will be retained 
under the jurisdiction of the receiving 
party. 

The amendment makes technical changes 
in the patents article of the agreement re
sulting from the additional cooperation pro
vided in the amendment and adds additional 
definitions. Finally the amendment modi
fies the duration article of the agreement so 
that cooperation in the field of information 
will continue until December 31, 1969, the 
term of the materials and equipment coop
eration under the amendment. 

Other provisions and conditions of the 
agreement including those relating to se
curity safeguards will apply to cooperation 
under the amendment. 

In accordance with the provisions of sec
tion 91 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended, the agreement specifically provides 
in article I that all cooperation under the 

agreement will be undertaken only when the 
communicating or transferring party deter
mines that such cooperation wm promote 
and will not constitute an unreasonable risk 
to its defense and security, while the United 
States and the United Kingdom are partici
pating in an international arrangement for 
their mutual defense and security through 
substantial and material contributions there
to. Cooperation under article ill bis, which 
will be added to the agreement by the 
amendment, would be undertaken only when 
these conditions prevail. 

It is the considered opinion of the Atomic 
Energy Commission and the Department of 
Defense that the performance of this amend
ment to the agreement will promote and will 
not constitute an unreasonable risk to the 
common defense and security of the United 
States. 

Accordingly, it is recommended that you 
( 1) approve the program for the transfer of 
material and equipment as set forth herein 
and in the attached amendment to the agree
ment; (2) determine that the performance 
of this amendment to the agreement will 
promote and will not constitute an unrea
sonable risk to the common defense and se
curity of the United States; (3) approve the 
proposed amendment to the agreement for 
cooperation; and (4) authorize the execution 
of the proposed amendment to the agreement 
for the Government of the United States by 
the Secretary of State. 

Respectfully yours, 
JoHN A. McCoNE, 

Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission. 
DONALD A. QUARLES, 

Secretary of Defense (Deputy). 

MAY 5, 1959. 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN, ATOMIC 

ENERGY COMMISSION; THE SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE 
In your joint letter of May 2, 1959, the 

Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission 
and the Secretary of Defense recommended 
that I approve a proposed amendment to the 
agreement of July 3, 1958, between the Gov
ernment of the United States of America and 
the Government of the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland for coop
eration on the uses of atomic energy for 
mutual defense purposes. 

The United Kingdom is participating with 
the United States in international arrange
ments pursuant to which it is making sub
stantial and material contributions to the 
mutual defense and security, and the United 
Kingdom has made substantial progress in 
the development of atomic weapons. The 
proposed amendment will permit coopera
tion necessary to improve capabilities of the 
United States, and the United Kingdom, in 
the application of atomic energy for mutual 
defense purposes, subject to provisions, con
ditions, guarantees, terms, and special deter
minations, which are most appropriate in 
this important area of mutual assistance. 

Having considered the cooperation pro
vided for in the amendment, including your 
joint recommendation, the security safe
guards and other terms and conditions of 
the agreement and the amendment, I here
by-

(a) Approve the program for transfer prior 
to December 31, 1969 of: (i) nonnuclear 
parts of atomic weapons and other non
nuclear parts of atomic weapons systems 
involving restricted data, and (ii) source, 
byproduct, special nuclear and other mate
rial, in the types and quantities and under 
the terms and conditions provided in the 
joint letters dated May 2, 1959, to me from 
the Chairman, U.S. Atomic Energy Commis
sion, and the Secretary of Defense, and the 
proposed amendment to the agreement of 
July 3, 1958, between the Government of the 
United States and the Government of the 
United Kingdom for cooperation on the uses 

of atomic energy for mutual defense pur
poses; however, types, quantities, and con
ditions of transfer not so provided ·are sub~ 
ject to my further approval; 

(b) Determine that the performa.nce of 
this amendment to the agreement will pro
mote and will not constitute an .unreason
able risk to the common defense and secu
rity of the United States; 

(c) Approve the proposed amendment to 
the agreement for cooperation; and 

(d) Authorize the execution of the pro
posed amendment to the agreement for the 
Government of the United States by the 
Secretary of State. 

In taking these actions, I have noted the 
supplementary classified information re
garding the amendment to the agreement, 
also jointly submitted to me. 

After execution of the agreement, I shall 
submit it to the Congress of the United 
States. 

I am forwarding a copy of this memoran
dum to the Secretary of State. 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, 
CLES, ETC., PRINTED 
RECORD 

ARTI
IN THE 

On request, and by unanimous con
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT: 
Editorial published by the Wall Street 

Journal and the reply to it made by Senator 
CLARK entitled, respectively, "The Modern 
Eallacy," and "The Ancient Folklore." 

NOMINATION OF LEWIS L. STRAUSS 
TO BE SECRETARY OF COM
MERCE 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, this 

morning I rise to make a personal state
ment about the nomination ·or Lewis L. 
Strauss to be Secretary of Commerce. I 
was not a member of this body during the 
years which evoked the serious charges 
leveled against the nominee by the chair
man of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy [Mr. ANDERSON]; by the chair
man of the Antitrust and Monopoly Sub
committee [Mr. KEFAUVER]; by the for
mer chairman of the Antitrust and Mo
nopoly Subcommittee [Mr. O'MAHONEY]; 
and by the chairman of the House Appro
priations Committee [Mr. CANNON]. 
The seriousness of their charges ought to 
be a matter of grave concern to every 
Member of this body. In those in
stances, the record should guide each 
Senator in his own conclusions. 

I have been a Member of this body 
long enough, however, to sit through the 
Strauss hearings before the Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee. 
What I observed at firsthand throughout 
those hearings, I should like to share 
with my colleagues. 

On the basis of those hearings, I 
charge that Lewis L. Strauss tried to de
ceive a committee of the Senate. 

More than one illustration of the point 
is available. Today, however, I shall 
deal with but one instance of attempted 
deception of the Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee. This occurred 
during the final day of the hearings re
cently completed, May 14, 1959. On that 
day, the committee was concerning itself 
with the admiral's role in the well-
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known duplicitous-letter incident which 
first came up during the hearing in the 
·House of Representatives in June 1956. 
. In our committee, responding to ques
tions from the Senator from California 
[Mr. ENGLE] Strauss again denied re
sponsibility for the controversial letter, 
as he had during the original House 
hearings. The· chairman [Mr. MAGNU
soN] then confronted Strauss with the 
official printed public record of the House 
hearings. According to the House 
transcript, Strauss had said in 1956, in 
regard to the duplicitous letter-see 
page 318, hearings before Subcommittee 
of Committee on Appropriations, House 
of Representatives, 84th Congress, 2d ses
sion, 2d supplemental bill, 1957. 

You bet I stand by it. I would ~ike to 
take full responsibility for having asked the 
General Counsel of the Commission to pre
pare the letter. 

But his reply to Chairman MAGNUSON 
in the hearings this month on May 14, 
1959, was: . 

This is not what I said. I did not ask 
to have a letter prepared. I did not know 
what the letter contained. I did assume 
responsibility for it. 

Then there followed this colloquy: 
The CHAIRMAN. Are you saying this rec

ord is not correct? 
Mr. STRAuss. I say that I did not say 

what I am here quoted as saying. 
The CHAIRMAN. The portion I read to you is not correct? 
Mr. STRAuss·. No, I don't deny that what 

you read is correct as printed but not cor-
rect as attributed. · 

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, you say 
you did not say what it says you said here. 

The implications of this exchange 
were shocking to me. What the ad
miral's reply meant was that either the 
official reporter had been inaccurate, 
or that someone-unnamed-had al
tered the record. Because of the serious
ness of either explanation, I pressed 
Mr. Strauss vigorously in an attempt to 
get at the facts. He accused me of 
putting words in his mouth, while some 
Republican members of the committee 
at the same time asserted that I was 
"badgering and harassing" the witness. 

Today, in a calmer atmosphere, it is 
possible to assess the available evidence. 
Two basic facts emerge: 

First. The accuracy of the original 
notes has been sworn to by the official 
reporter who took them and, who has 
recently reexamined the original notes 
of the hearing. 

Second. Admiral Strauss was given 
the opportunity of reading the original 
transcript and making such corrections 
as he thought proper at the time of the 
hearing on June 25, 1956. He made no 
changes affecting this particular state
ment. 

Both of these facts have recently 
been corroborated by Representative 
CLARENCE CANNON, chairman Of the 
House Appropriations Committee. From 
these two incontrovertible facts, three 
conclusions are warranted: 

First. That the original record was not 
changed in any material way by anyone, 

Second. That there was no clerical 
error, and 

Third. That Mr. Strauss, in fact, did 
·say what was attributed to him in the 
official House record in June 1956. 

Mr. President, what does this mean? 
It means that Lewis L. Strauss has found 
a statement which he made in June 1956 
to be embarrassing to him in May 1959. 
And when confronted by that embar
rassing statement what does he say? 
That he was wrong? No, that the record 
is wrong. 

In my judgment this is a naked at
tempt to deceive the committee which 
was called upon to consider his nomina
tion. This attempted deception occurred 
not years ago, but this year; not last 
session, but this session; not even last 
month, but this month. 

I submit, Mr. President, that the time 
has come to assess the pattern of this 
man's public conduct. Who is right and 
who is wrong? Is it Senator ANDERSON 
or Lewis Strauss? Is it Senator 
O'MAHONEY or Lewis Strauss? Is it Sen
ator KEFAUVER or Lewis Strauss? Is it 
Representative CANNON or Lewis 
Strauss? In view of his attempt to de
ceive the Interstate and Foreign Com
merce Committee now, I say to the Mem
bers of the Senate that Lewis L. Strauss 
is wrong. Not only is he wrong, he has 
tried to deceive a committee of the Sen
ate and thus should be refused confirma
tion of his nomination to be Secretary of 
Commerce. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD, following my re
marks, the transcript of the hearings 
which pertain to these statements. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

(Testimony before the Interstate and For
eign Commerce Committee on May 14, 1959 
(pp. 1666 through 1675 of original transcript 
of hearings) :) 

Senator McGEE. Mr. Chairman, did I un
derstand you to say that you are going to 
put in the House testimony on the hearing 
that bears on--

The CHAIRMAN. We Will put it in by ref
erence. 

Senator McGEE. I have the full hearings 
here. 

The CHAIRMAN. I just want to ask one 
question so we won't be too confused about 
this matter after you read the House hear
ings, but on page 318 of the second supple
mental appropriation bill of 1957, Chairman 
CANNON makes this statement--he is speak
ing of the letter-he says the dates are im
material. He says that you-he is talking to 
Admiral Strauss-"you do not have the au
thority but the letter which you prepared 
and which you have stood by all this time." 

"Mr. STRAUSS. You bet I stand by it. I 
would like to take full responsibility for 
having asked the General Counsel of the 
Commission to prepare the letter." 

Now that doesn't jibe with--
Secretary STRAuss. Senator, I submit that 

this record is not an accurate record and 
the members of the committee, the 15 mem
bers of the committee, stated that it had 
been molded. This is not what I said. I 
did not ask to have the letter prepared. I 
did not know what the latter contained. I 
did assume responsibility for it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are you saying this record 
1s not correct? 

Secretary STRAuss. I say that I did not say 
what I am here quoted as saying. 

The CHAIRMAN. The portion I read to you 
is not correct? 

Secretary STRAuss. No. I don't deny that 
what you read is correct as printed but not 
corrected as attributed. -

The CHAIRMAN. Iri other words you say 
_you did not say wha~ it says you said h~re. 

Secretary STRAuss. No, and you can bring 
down Dr. Libby and Mr. Mitchell and ask 
them whether I ordered the letter prepared. 
They will testify I did not, I could not have. 

Senator McGEE. You are suggesting either 
someone on the committee doctored the 
hearing reports or the reporter did not re
port accurately, is that it? 

Secretary STRAuss. Senator McGEE, I will 
not permit you to put words in my inouth 
which you have been trying to do since the 
beginning of this hearing. I will simply 
read you again, repeat again, the statement 
of 15 of your congressional colleagues and I 
will rest my case on that. They said ma
terial matters were omitted from the record 
and the record had been molded. I will 
stick by that. 

Senator McGEE. The reason I raise that 
question, Admiral, is only one. We have 
been trying to make a record here which we 
hope at least reflects honestly what was said 
in this room. Now, are we going to en
counter this on our record here, that you 
didn't say some of these things? 

Secretary STRAuss. The subject was not in
troduced by me, Senator McGEE. The sub
ject was introduced by Senator ENGLE. I 
referred to the report of 15 members of the 
provisions committee in 1956 or whenever it 
was and I will rest on that. 

Senator McGEE. Sir, you have introduced 
a subject here on the veracity of the record 
or the reporting in a congressional hearing. 

Secretary STRAuss. I did not introduce it. 
This is a matter of official record. A minor
ity report is a matter of record as well as a 
majority report. 

Senator McGEE. A minority report can op
pose the conclusions drawn from a record 
but as I understand your statement, and that 
was the only reason I was asking for the 
meaning or the implication of your words. 
Are you challenging the honesty or the verac
ity or the integrity of those who prepared 
this report in print? 

Secretary STRAuss. I am only concurring 
with the minority report. 

Senator McGEE. You are evading my ques
tion. 

Secretary STRAUSS. In the language in 
which it is written and I do not--do not 
try to put words in my mouth. 

Senator COTTON. Mr. Chairman, I am com
pelled to protest at this line of questioning 
when the Senator from Wyoming insists on 
putting into the words of the witness the 
words of 15 Congressmen. They challenged 
this report and said it was doctored and he 
persists in trying to say that no one did 
except Admiral Strauss and I res-ist that as 
unfair. 

Senator McGEE. I was unaware that I had 
yielded the floor, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Senator from Wyo
ming can restate his question and I hope that 
we will differentiate between the hearings 
on the bill and the reports. There is a lot 
more in here we will incoroporate by refer
ence and Chairman Cannon asked the same 
type of questions. The Senator from Wy
oming. 

Senator McGEE. Mr. Chairman, you cor
rect me if I make any wrong implication. 
The chairman of this committee read from 
the hearings on the second supplemental ap
propriation bill and he read and I quote 
again Admiral Strauss saying, "You bet I 
stand by it," meaning the letter in contra~ 
versy. "I would like to take full responsi
bility for having asked the General Counsel 
of the Commission to prepare the letter." 

Now, Admiral Strauss says here, if I under
stood him correctly, "I did not say that." 

Secretary STRAuss. That is true. 
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Senator -McGEE. Therefore, I am asking 
·you, Admiral, if what you are doing is call
ing into question the honesty of the prepara
tion of this report. 

Secretary STRAuss. I am answering the 
first question, as to whether or not I said it. 
Any inferences that you draw from that, 
Senator McGEE, are your inferences. I wlll 
stand with the report of the minority of the 
committee. 
- Senator McGEE. But the minority of the 
committee didn't pass judgment on the hon
esty of the reporting of a court reporter. 
They passed judgment on a d11ference in in
terpretations. 

Secretary STRAUss. You didn't hear me. 
Senator CO'l"l'ON. Mr. Chairman, that is not 

correct. The minority report says that the 
hearing, the report of the hearings, the 
-transcript of the hearings had been molded. 

Secretary STRAUSS. Senator, I wm try to 
read it to you in their language. 

Senator McGEE. We have two different 
documents in hand here, Admiral. 

Secretary STRAuss. The document from 
which I am quoting is Report No. 2849, House 
of Representatives, 84th Congress 2d session, 
2d supplemental appropriation bill, 1957, re
port to accompany House Resolution 12350 
and it begins with the record of the majority. 
It is followed by some material about the 
Department of Interior in title II and then 
on page 27 there is the minority report and 
I will read again the first few lines: "We 
find ourselves unable to support a report the 
conclusions in which are not in accord with 
the testimony. We cannot approve printed 
hearings from which pertinent testimony 
has been omitted or which has been molded 
to meet a desire to make a case." 

Senator McGEE. And therefore you stand 
on the position here, this afternoon, that 
this statement read by the chairman of this 
committee is not a true statement as it ac
tually transpired in the committee? 

Secretary STRAuss. Senator, I stand on-
Senator ScoTT. Mr. Chairman. . 
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come 

to order. 
Senator ScOTT. I address a point of inquiry 

to the Chair. My inquiry is whether or not a 
Member of the Senate is permitted to char
acterize statements made by Members of the 
House as to whether or not those statements 
are true. I think the statements have to 
stand for themselves. We are getting in very 
dangerous territory in the course of pursuing 
relentlessly a witness. We are involving our
selves in whether or not the Senate thinks 
that the Congressmen told the truth and I 
raise that parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, the Senator from 
Wyoming can surely ask a question. Both 
the witness and the Senator from Wyoming 
have characterized what some of these peo
ple were thinking and I think there has been 
sumcient latitude here. The record will 
speak for itself. I think what the Senator 
from Wyoming is trying to clear up is whether 
the minority, the 15 members, were speaking 
about the transcript of the hearings or the 
written material in the committee print. 

Secretary STRAuss. You have it before you. 
Senator McGEE. On page 29 they do single 

out the language that you selected and they 
go on in this minority report to make refer
ence to a newspaper editorial that was omit
ted or inserted, excuse me, and to another 
pit of the testimony that was not in their 
judgment accurately reported. It makes no 
reference at any time by allegation, insinua
t ion, or imputation that they disagreed or 
questioned your response to this question. 
I think, Admiral, that you are in error in 
trying to cast the impression here, if I may 
say so very frankly, that the minority of 15 
passed judgment on this very searching ques
tion that the chairman of this committee 
raised with you an4 that is you are question
ing the truth or the accuracy of :this state
ment in the committee hearing report, not in 

any of the filial reports that were written, 
:this is in the actual word-for-word testimony 
that was being supplied. This is the ex
change between the participants in that 
hearing and that is the reason it is im
portant we nail that down. 

Secretary STRAuss. Was that a question, 
Senator? 

Senator McGEE. I am commenting on the 
point that I am trying to drive home with 
you there and that is that you are not ad
dressing yourself to my question. 

Secretary STRAuss. I don't know what your 
question is, Senator. I have lost it. 

Senator McGEE. My question, Admiral, is 
this: Do you suggest to this committee that 
the minority report in taking exception to 
the majority report was moved because of 
the inaccuracy of this statement on page 
318 of the hearings? 

Secretary STRAuss. I think it is an im
propriety for me to say what moved the 
minority. 

Senator McGEE. But you were saying what 
moved them, Admiral. 

Secretary STRAuss. You can't find that in 
my testimony. 

Senator Sco'l"l'. I object to this line of in
quiry as improper. 

Senator CoTToN. I associate myself with 
that objection. 

Senator BUTLER. I think it is harassing. 
Senator Sco'l"l'. It amounts to badgering. 

I so characterize it. 
The CHAIRMAN. Let's come to order. I 

think the Admiral has answered. I re
ferred to the page. I put the question to 
him direct. And he answered. Now, we 
will proceed. I think the record will speak 
for itself. I don't think it is becoming for 
any member of the committee to suggest 
when someone on one end makes a state
ment or conclusion it is out of order. All 
of us have made statements and conclusions. 

Senator ScoTT. I asked you for a ruling, 
Mr. Chairman, but I_ don't think there is 
any longer any need for the ruling. 

The CHAIRMAN I ruled that he could ask 
a question and all of us have presupposed 
our questions with statements. 

Senator SCO'l"l'. And I suppose all of us 
have revised our remarks at times. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Senator from Penn
sylvania used to make a statement at the 
close of every day here. 

• Senator Sco'l"l'. And sometimes at the end 
of the morning session, too, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. That was a good time to 
make it in both cases. 

Senator ScoTT. Had it not been made, Mr. 
Chairman, a wrong impression would have 
emanated from the committee room. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I think now that the 
members of the committee know that we all 
make statements and we have some latitude 
and things aren't always just questions but 
I think the Senator from Wyoming did put 
a question. I do think the Admiral an
swered my question. I don't think he quite 
cleared up the question that the Senator 
from Wyoming asked but nevertheless the 
record will speak for itself. Now, let's pro
ceed with the Senator from New Mexico be
cause again the hour is getting late. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McGEE. I yield to the Senator 
from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
YoUNG of Ohio in the chair). The time 
of the Senator from Wyoming has ex
pired. 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, the 
nomination of Admiral Strauss to be 
Secretary of Commerce is scheduled to 
come before the Senate very soon. I call 
the particular attention of my col
leagues to two recent editorials which 
summarize clearly and succinctly the 

basic reasons for rejecting the Strauss 
appbintment. The editorial in the St. 
Louis Post Dispatch points to Strauss' 
"deviousness and addiction to half
truth." while the editorial in the San 
Francisco Chronicle refers to the 
"secrecy, the inadequate and sometimes 
inaccurate information during the 
Strauss regime," which produced "the 
kind of information that confused and 
misled the public." 

Here is the essence of the case against 
the confirmation of Strauss, and it is 
stated lucidly and forcefully in these 
editorials from two of the Nation's lead
ing newspapers. I ask unanimous con
sent to have the editorials printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi· 
torials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the San Francisco Chronicle, May 20, 

1959] 
STRAUSS' RECORD CAUSE OF DOUBTS 

The Senate Commerce Committee has ap
proved President Eisenhower's nomination 
of Lewis L. Strauss to be Secretary of Com
merce after exceptionally long and hot in
quiry; the appointment now goes to the 
Senate floor where further and probably 
even more bitter debate is anticipated. 

The surge of hostility against Strauss-
extremely rare in the case of Cabinet nom
inees--is entirely remote from any doubt of 
his technical competence; Strauss is a self
made man of extraordinary ability in busi
ness and finance, with a background that 
would be invaluable to a Secretary of Com
merce. What has come under grave ques
tion is the character of the man as illumi
nated by certain traits displayed during his 
.tenure as chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

First, there was his ardent advocacy of the 
celebrated Dixon-Yates contract--an affair 
in which, it has been freely charged, he 
withheld vital information from the Presi
dent and from the public to the end that 
the President, having supported the con
tract, was compelled to repudiate it when 
the full facts came to light. 

Then there was the secrecy, the inade
quate and sometimes inaccurate information 
which marked AEC reports on atomic energy 
developments during the Strauss regime. 
Strauss has been accused of violating the 
law which requires the AEC to keep the joint 
congressional committee fully informed. 
There is no doubt that the kind of informa
tion that emanated from the Commission in 
connection with radioactive fallout, the de
tection of subterranean detonations, and the 
export of isotopes to friendly nations con
fused and misled the public. 

Thirdly, and to our mind supremely im
portant in any judgment of this matter, was 
the conduct of Strauss· in connection with 
Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer. From motives 
not yet clear Strauss, as newly appointed 
Chairman of the AEC, moved against Dr. 
Oppenheimer with a savage vigor that aped 
the methods of Senator Joseph McCarthy 
and suggested persecution. The upshot was 
a personal tragedy for a man who had served 
his count ry well and ·loss to the Nation of 
the talents of one of this era's greatest 
scientists. 

Such grave affairs readily explain why so 
many Senators do not impose in Strauss the 
confidence that e. Cabinet officer ought to 
inspire, why his fitness is being challenged 
despite hJs tremendous business ability, and 
even though, as Senator LAuscHE noted, 
there has been no finding that he is dishon
est, incompetent, or disloyal to his country. 

The question that here arises ·may be 
stated: Should a man whose conduct of one 
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public office has resulted in g~v~ public dis
service be rewarded by promotion to Cabinet 
rank? 

[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, May 11-
17, 1959] 

MORE STRAUSS EVIDENCE 

As the evidence piles up in the Strauss 
hearings, it becomes clearer than ever that, 
contrary to President Eisenhower's assertion 
the case against his appointee does not rest 
on mere personal antagonism. The appo
nents of Strauss' confirmation as Secretary 
of Commerce are demonstrating that his 
character and qualifications, as revealed by 
his record in the Atomic Energy Commission, 
do not warrant a vote of confidence by the 
Senate. 

And that, be it remembered, is . what the 
Senate is asked to render. There would be 
no point to the whole confirmation process if, 
as many of Strauss' supporters seem to think, 
the Senate were obliged to · confirm every 
Presidential appointee who had stayed out of 
jail. It is true that the President is entitled 
to appoint men of his own persuasion to his 
Cabinet. But they must be men in whom the 
Senate as well as the President can have con
fidence. In our 'opinion, Adm. Lewis Strauss 
does not pass that test. . 

The curious argument has been n{ade that 
the acts for which Admiral Strauss is criti
cized were approved by President Eisenhower, 
and therefore Admiral Strauss should be con
firmed. It was the President, we are told, 
who formally initiated the security proceed
ings against Robert Oppenheimer; who sup
ported the Dixon-Yates contract, who backed 
up Strauss' views on nuclear secrecy and the· 
dangers of fallout. Since Mr. Eisenhower 
~ust bear final responsibility for these acts, 
1t is argued that he should be permitted to 
reappoint the man who performed them. 

There are two answers to this. One is that 
President Eisenhower, to an altogether 
unique degree, has followed the practice of 
delegating major decisions to his subordi
nates. That is how he works. In the light 
of his own record, it is as plain as plain can 
be that he . woWd never have thrown Dr. 
Oppenheimer to the wolves of McCarthyism 
had not Strauss told him to. He would 
never have tried to cripple the TVA for the 
benefit of a private power syndicate had not 
Strauss advised it. 

In the second place, even if the record on 
this point were different it would not justify 
Senate confirmation of Strauss. The ques
_tion for the Senate is whether Strauss did 
right, or did wrong, in the . Oppenheimer 
case; whether he was representing the Na
tion, or a special interest, when for many 
months he persuaded the President to de
fend a Dixon-Yates contract which finally 
had to be repudiated; whether he was right, 
or wrong, in deceiving the American peo
ple about radioactive fallout and clamping 
the straitjacket of extreme secrecy on nu
clear scientists. 

In our judgment, Strauss' character and 
fi~ness are called into question by every one 
of those aspects of his record. And other 
aspects of the record confirm the doubt. 
Strauss has no real answer to the charge of 
Scientist David L. Hill that he used the se
.curity system for the exploitation of per
sonal diff.erences with three other officials, as 
well as Dr. Oppenheimer. His deviousness 
and addiction to half-truth are confirmed 
by the fact that, when asked why he 
changed his mind on Oppenheimer, he cited 
a list of altogether unproved charges sent 
to the FBI in November 1953, whereas the 
record shows that in fact Strauss initiated 
action against Oppenheimer within 4 days 
of taking office in July 1953. 

For these reasons we believe the Senate 
should reject the Strauss nomination. 

ADDRESS DELIVERED BY ADLAI E. 
STEVENSON AT THE UNIVERSITY 
OF ILLINOIS 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President I 

ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the REcORD as a part of 
my remarks one of the best speeches I 
have read recently, a speech delivered on 
May 12 at the University of Illinois by 
the Honorable Adlai E. Stevenson. 

This speech is an extremely thought
ful analysis of some of the most difficult 
problems confronting our country in the 
_field of foreign relations, and I think it 
should be made available to the country. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: ' 
ADDRESS BY ADLAI E. STEVENSON, UNIVERSITY 

OF ILLINOIS, URBANA, ILL., TUESDAY, MAY 12, 
1959. . 
I have recently spent a week on the Yale 

campus as a visiting fellow. And after that 
inquisition I wonder why I dared to set foot 
on another campus so soon.- It may be vanity 
th~t drives so many of us--even ex-poli
tiClans-to seek the society of scholars and 
learned people, hoping to be mistaken for 
one. 

But I would like to think I had a better 
motive for coming here to this great, distin
guished institution which has been a part 
of my life and my pride since my childhood 
in nearby Bloomington. Besides, I like to be 
with young people, for "Youth is such a won-

. derful state," as Bernard Shaw said, "it is 
a shame it has to be wasted on young people." 

At Yale, both faculty and students seemed 
profoundly interested in foreign affairs. 
What was true there may be true here at 
Illinois, so I am going to talk to you about 
~orei?n policy. And that may be timely, too, 
m v1ew of the Foreign Ministers• meeting 
that commenced yesterday at Geneva to deal 
with the current crisis in Berlin. 

Not long ago a young lady told me that her 
strong-willed mother, who has long been 
very active in public affairs, had been elected 
to public office. And after the election she 
overheard her mother pray: "Oh, Lord, I have 
been so positive all my life, please make me 
right now." 

Well-! feel a little that way, too, because 
Europe is changing fast. If I don't miss my 
guess. the J?Ostwar rigidities of recent years 
are dissolving, at least on our side of the 
Iron Curtain. I wish I could be sure that 
similar changes were going on behind the 
Communist curtain. 

And we in the United States may be chang
_ing too. I don't mean to say I think we are 
all going to vote Democratic yet, but I do 
. think we are beginning to take a more 
critical interest in our position in the world 
and to see ourselves as others see us a little 
better. I count this a good thing, and I have 
been suggesting for some years that we ad
just to facts instead of illusions. But truth 
is the daughter of time. And, as Tallyrand 
said, "The only thing wiser than anyone is 
everyone," and everyone is getting wiser to 
the facts and fancies about our situation. 

Let me enumerate some of these facts and 
fancies. 

Have we forgotten that other rich, com
placent, comfortable societies have crumpled 
before the poor, the tough, and the deter
mined? Did we deceive ourselves about our 
technological superiority over Russia? Do 
we still deceive ourselves about reality in 
China? 

Would we be as embarrassed by McCar
thyism, Little Rock, and the like if we were 
not so self-righteous? Modesty is not only 
becoming, it is necessary. 

Our contradictions are notorious. We 
preach democracy to illiterate people who 

can't apply it, and simultaneously ally our
selves with dictators. We preach capitalism 
and private enterprise to underde'l:r&loped 
countries who have no private capital. 

We denounce socialism to people who have 
no real choice but socialism or dictatorship. 
We confuse diplomatic contact with politi
c_al approval. We assure ourselves that po
litical communism is repugnant to religion 
and meanwhile it penetrates Islam and eve~ 
Buddhist areas. Anticommunism and pious 
public declarations do not make a policy. 

Our prest~ge is. not improved by empty 
talk about llberatmg the satellites and un
leashing Chiang Kai-shek when we can't 
eve.n contain communism, by backing and 
fillmg over the Aswan Dam, and what have 
you, by talking about socialism and com
munism as ~f they were the s.ame thing, and 
by denouncmg neutralism as if we ourselves 
ha~ ~ot been neutral for a century. While 
P.raismg p.eace we proclaim massive retalia
tiOn and nuclear war as our defense policy. 

:A?d "pactomania" has given our policy a 
military aspect quite distasteful to the peace
ful yearnings, and quite unresponsive to the 
economic needs, of the vast uncommitted 
areas, where liberty. must mean something 
be worth something, before people are willing 
to fight for it. 

But I won't go on. My purpose is not to 
cri~icize past failures but to discuss future 
pollcie~, as we move out of the post Korea 
freeze mto the more fluid and decisive period 
of the gerat revolution which is violently re
making the world before our eyes. 
~he first condition of an effective foreign 

policy is to have a policy, or at the very 
least a sense of direction. If finding out 
what the Communists are doing and trying 
to stop them is the chief guide to our diplo
matic activity, they will dictate the paths 
·we follow and are not likely to lead us where 
we .want to go. They will determine the oc
caswns and the crises. They will act, we only 
react. The result is not only ineffective it 
is undignified. A great nation should ~ot 
be reduced to a one man fire brigade, rush
ing from fire to fire. We can do better than 
this. 

I believe two fundamental aims must un
derlie all our diplomacy. The first is a world 
un~e~ law. National survival depends upon 
avoidmg war, and man has discovered no 
way other than the rule of law to banish 
violence from the settlement of his disputes. 

Our other fundamental aim must be to 
confront as constructively as we can the vast 
revolution sweeping our planet. On the one 
hand, populations are increasing as never 
before. On the other, at least one-third of 
the human race, still dwelling in the main in 
preindustrial economies, has little means of 
expanding to meet the rising flood of popu
lation. For them to modernize is as much a 
condition -of survival as to avoid war. If 
they fail, misery, despair, and anger could 
create the tumult from which local conflict 
and general war might spring. 

We shall not achieve law in an anarchic 
world. Our two aims are thus the two sides 
of a single coin-an ordered world society. 

But aims are not policies and statements 
of such generality do not take us much be
yond political oratory. Aims may give us 
some sense of direction, but their applica
tion depends upon hard political realities in 
the work-a-day world. The first of these 
realities is the broad division of the world 
between the Communists, the so-called free 
nations, and the others who see their best 
hopes in committing themselves to neither 
side. In population, the three groups are 
rou~hly equal. In wealth, the predominance 
is w1th the free democracies. In actual pow
er, the Communists can claim equality. For 
the other nations, both wealth and power are 
largely an aspiration. How, within this con
text, should we conduct our affairs with each 
of these groups? 
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Relations with the Communists means in 

effect relations with Russia and China. For 
the time being, they are bound together in 
a close alliance and community of interest. 
But I see no reason to suppose it immutable. 
If for no other reason, the Russians must 
have some reservations about the emergence 
of a new center of power in the Communist 
world in a nation lying on the borders of 
empty Siberia, a nation which by the year 
2,000 may have a population of 1,600 mil
lion. In other words, there is no inevitable 
long-term coincidence of interest between 
the two most powerful Communist states un
less we continue to thrust Peiping into Mos
cow's arms. We want to keep Formosa free . 
Years ago I urged that instead of fighting over 
Quemoy and Matsu, we should be discussing 
the independence of Formosa together with 
the admission of China to the United Na
tions. 

I am sure the Russians are delighted with 
our present policy of isolating China which 
makes them her spokesmen. And I believe 
we should not veto the admission of Com
munist China to the United Nations. I wish 
China had had to answer for Tibet before 
the forum of organized world opinion. 

I believe Asian opinion would support in
dependence for Formosa and an undertak
ing not to use force in settling its future. 
And I believe, too, that there would be wide
spread support in Asia for a declaration that 
the wishes of 8 million Formosans would be 
consulted in making any decision about their 
political future-especially after the tragedy 
in Tibet. 

Could we go further? Could we urge the 
Asian nations to agree to the establishment 
of an atom-free zone in the Far East, as a 
preliminary to controlled disarmament? So 
much of Asian opinion has spoken out for 
pacification and noninvolvement, why not 
try to give some concrete meaning to this 
desire? Indeed, Mr. Khrushchev has himself 
suggested the possibility of an atom-free 
area. Is there a hint here to follow up? 
One of the problems in all our dealings with 
communism is to find grounds of common 
interest which guarantee that agreements 
will be observed. 

The Soviet theory of state power is ruth
less. What serves Russia serves communism 
and hence mankind. This is the ideological 
gloss on the claim to total sovereignty. There 
are only three ways of meeting it--by main
taining equality of armed power, by foolproof 
control of agreements to limit armed power, 
and by discovering common interests. We 
must be ready for all three. I have myself 
suggested to Mr. Khrushchev that we should 
be content with equality of power and not 
continue a ruinous arms race for an ever-elu
sive superiority. Equality might be a first 
step to a controlled scaling down. We have 
to stop going forward before we can go back
ward. 

Has Russia any genuine interest in reduc
ing arms? If any weakness in America-any 
pennywise, more "bangs-for-a-buck" budg
etary policy-puts our determination to be 
equal in doubt, clearly the Russians must be 
tempted to seek a decisive overbalance of 
power on their side. But if stalemate is all 
they can hope for, the expense, waste, and 
risk of the policy of competitive arming are 
powerful arguments for a genuine disarma
ment. We on our side should make it clear 
that we set no limit to the arms control we 
will accept, provided they are imposed on 
both sides. 

The logical end is the surrender of the 
right to private violence to a world police 
force, serving a world system of law, and 
commissions of arbitration and conciliation. 
This should be our ultimate aim and all lim
ited agreements-such as a ban on atomic 
tests with mutual inspection or the United 
Nation's supervision of Israel's frontiers
which enshrine the principle of international 

policing should be vigorously supported and 
extended. 

But is there any reason to suppose Russia 
has any interest in abandoning its sovereign 
right to use force-for expansion, for world 
revolution, or, as in Hungary, to preserve its 
own imperial control? In the short term, 
probably not, but in the long term, an indus
trialized, nuclear equipped China might be 
infinitely more powerful and ruthless than 
the Soviet system. It is worthwhile at least 
quiet ly exploring whether it would not be 
safer to create an international security sys
tem in the world, backed by the combined 
will of Russia and the West, before a thou
sand million militarized, industrialized Chi
nese have the chance to revive the expansive 
tradition of such dynasties as the warlike 
Tang. 

With or without summit meetings we will 
not arrive in one stride at a fully integrated 
system of controlled disarmament. We shall 
be negotiating, I suspect, for the next two 
decades-and we m ight per:i.~aps usefully add 
chess to the training of our diplomats. But 
I believe we can give to general disarma
ment and a world policing system the same 
emphasis as the Russians give to "peace." I 
would have us reply "police" every time they 
utter "peace"-for we cannot have the one 
without the other. 

nr 
It is, of course, the particular difficulties 

which fill the headlines and bring the imme
diate risks of war. These ine"Xitably occur
in the areas where the power and interests 
and security of the great powers overlap, and 
where the collapse of the old European 
colonial system has left the local pattern of 
sovereignty fluid and insecure. The borders 
of China, the Middle East and Europe itself 
are three such areas where local disputes 
involve the risk of outside intervention and 
war. We are all but dizzy from standing on 
a series of Middle Eastern brinks, and the 
whole of Europe is endangered with each new 
outburst of unrest in Russia's East European 
empire. 

The answer to these risks is not always 
the formation of military blocs aimed at the 
Soviet Union and supported by Western 
arms. The history of the Baghdad Pact, for 
instance, is one of steadily increasing insecu
rity in an area it was designed to stabilize. 
Egypt and Afghanistan turned toward Rus
sia. India was alarmed and angered. And 
now even the country from which the 
Baghdad Pact got its name may be slipping 
away from us. 

If we seek military clients, Russia can play 
that game too, and more cynically. More
over, it is not embarrassed by ties to the 
former colonial overlords. I do not mean 
that endangered countries should be unpro
tected. The Eisenhower doctrine is presum
ably a restatement of our commitment under 
the U.N. charter to come to the aid of any 
victim of direct aggression. If the Soviets 
were directly to invade Iran-though it is 
not likely-American intervention would be 
unavoidable. And that is precisely why it 
is not likely. But Iran is not one whit more 
secure because of military links with Paki
stan, and the fate of Iraq shows how easily 
an unpopular alliance can be exploited to 
undermine a pro-Western regime. 

I believe that we must look rather to 
disarmament and nonalinement, to political 
and economic collaboration, in the areas 
where great power interests collide. We 
still have a little time, for atomic weapons 
are still in great power control. Ten years 
from now, who knows how many local dic
tators may have them, to the detriment not 
only of our security but of Russia's as well. 
There may be another common interest to 
explore here. We might examine the pos; 
sibility of an atom-free zone for the Middle 
East. We might also reconsider an earlier 
suggestion of an embargo on arms ship-

ments from outside, which the Soviets have 
endorsed. 

I should also like to see a determined ef
fort to establish the often-discussed Middle 
East development bank, and a new initia
tive to develop the whole Nile Valley 
through an international consortium. If 
the Russians would participate I would not 
exclude them even if we could. Working 
with them would not influence their poli
cies, at least in the short run. But in a 
group their influence is reduced, and also 
the local powers would find it harder to 
play East off against West. 

Of all the areas lying in uncertainty and 
political jeopardy between the great ·cen
ters of power, none is more vulnerable than 
Europe. We have had local wars in the 
Far and Middle East and managed to con
tain them. The chance of doing so in Eu
rope is slight. Here the tinder is dryest, 
just now, and the flying sparks most hazard
ous. 

In the first place, we should not allow 
the current discussion of policy to be 
polarized between two extremes-complete 
disengagement and complete rigidity. In 
the extremer versions of disengagement it 
is said that the United States will inevitably 
draw back across the Atlantic at some point 
and it is as well to recognize this in present 
policy. 

I think this is unrealistic. In the age 
of supersonic flight and intercontinental 
missiles, no retreat from total involvement 
in human affairs is possible for America,. 
We cannot retreat for we have nowhere to 
go. Our commitment to Europe is a lasting 
commitment, simply because we cannot sur
vive alone in a friendleEs, hostile world in 
which modern wience has made us com
pletely vulnerable. And the notion of uni
lateral withdrawal as a solution for any 
problem was surely exploded in Korea
where we withdrew in good faith but re
turned with full force when our good faith 
was abm:ed. 

If this was so in an area of marginal secu
rity, it would be so a hundredfold in the 
heart of the Atlantic world. Those who see 
in any local disengagement the prelude to 
complete American withdrawal are rousing 
fears among our European allies which nei
ther history, geography, science, nor our 
own profound interests justify. 

They are also increasing the rigidity of 
those who believe that to negotiate over any 
modification in our defenses in central Eu
rope would totally undermine our overall 
security. This suggestion of fragility seems 
to me all the more incongruous because in 
the West, European governments play from 
great strength, the strength of profound 
popular support, but the Communist states 
from the great weakness of profound popu
lar rejection of their governments. The peo
ples of Eastern Europe are restive under 
Russian control and the situation is un
easy all along a hostile fran tier which not 
only truncates Europe but divides Germany 
as well, leaving a scrap of free and unset
tling territory in West Berlin as a perpetual 
pawn. 

No one came to save the Hungarians from 
a massive Russian intervention. But if 
Western Germany were armed and the 1953 
revolt of the East Germans were repeated, 
could the situation be held? Would local 
conflict suck in the intervention Of the 
great powers? Even short of such ultimate 
disaster, this is the century of liberation 
from colonialism and we cannot be content 
to see it reestablished in Europe as it re
cedes everywhere else. 

So the Soviets are trying to find some way 
to strengthen and consolidate their rule in 
Eastern Europe. One way to do it is to 
sectire wider in terna tiona! recognition of the 
weak, unpopular East German regime, and 
some reduction in the menace of a free West 
Berlin supported by allied garrisons in the 
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middle of its territory. Hence, the maneu
vering to get East Germany into the act at 
Geneva. 

The Communists' overall solution for this 
mutually unsatisfactory situation in Berlin, 
in Germany and in all of Eastern Europe 
would leave the whole continent fatally 
weakened and exposed. It is, Of course, im
possible for us to accept it. And I have been 
a little confused by our constant ringing 
declarations that we won't betray West Ber
lin, or yield to threats, or make unilateral 
concessions. Of course we won't, and no 
one is proposing to. 

But is the present Western alternative 
good enough? In some ways it appears to 
invite a return to the European condition 
between the wars. To restore full German 
sovereignty and the right to determine their 
future military alinement may be in keep
ing with democratic theory. But it is not 
in keeping with bitter experience of Russia 
and Eastern Europe in two terrible in\!a
sions. To stand rigidly on any such solu
tion shows as great indifference to Russia's 
interests as the Russian plan does to West
ern needs and fears. And the precondition 
of any successful agreement is that it takes 
the other fellow's interests and prestige into 
account. 

In such a situation we must negotiate and 
explore all the possibilities of compromise; 
for we cannot accept what each other has 
had to offer so far. We know what they can 
offer if they would. But what can we in the 
West offer or discuss in the search for com
parable concessions? 

Lots of things: The status of Berlin and 
the role of the United Nations; what kind of 
unification in Germany and when; the dis
position and quantity of foreign garrisons in 
Berlin and Germa::1y; the atomic rearma
ment of Germany; nuclear free zones in 
central Europe; a thinning out of conven
tional forces under international supervi
sion; a general security pact guaranteeing 
each other; Germany's permanent frontier 
with Poland, etc. 

I think we must keep steadily · in mind 
two primary objectives: 

1. Some limited disengagement of forces 
to reduce the risk of conflict leading to gen
eral war, and to increase the indepen<lence 
of the satellites. 

2. The long-term goal of German unifica
tion to end an unnatural division which, 
like divided Berlin, will rise again and again 
to plague us. 

But unification by free elections would 
immediately eliminate the Ulbricht regime. 
For this reason the Russians cannot accept 
it. But it is also, it seems to me, the reason 
why we can accept a compromise. A phased 
reunion of Germany leading to the reestab
lishment of party links in both Germanys 
to the restoration of free communication
of papers, books, ideas, as well as people-
and to ultimate elections could hardly jeop
ardize the basic strength of free Germany, 
which is-that people want it. But it does 
give Russia a face-saving period. 

I know that any solution of a divided 
Germany short of Eas·t Germany's total col
lapse is not popular in West Germany. But 
they, too, I believe, must weigh the opposite 
risk-a hopeless, endless perpetuation of 
Russian control in Eastern Europe. The 
status quo may keep Russia out of Western 
Europe, whither no popular force would in
vite them in any case. But the status quo 
also maintains their position in Eastern 
Europe.. where every popular force wishes to 
see them gone and where the hope for libera
tion and political flexibility depends on their 
going. 

I suspect that only one thing is certain: 
to reach agreements that are considerate of 
each other's prestige, interests and suspicions 
will take a long, long time. We cannot hope 
for quick solutions. In view of the fact that 
there is little enthusiasm anywhere just now 
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for a unified and rearmed Germany, we must 
be realis·tic about the chances of present 
progress. A new U.N. guarantee in Berlin 
and perhaps a thinning out of troops under 
U.N. supervision-may be all we can expect in 
tangible results from a summit meeting. But 
the beginning of a determined exploration 
of all possibilities would be a great gain and 
a heartening sign of Western initiative and 
desire for new vision and enterprise in world 
policy. 

The deadlock may last for years. Mean
while, our task is to create something solid 
and stable in the West. And I could add
to walk and talk softly, for a change, and to 
carry a big stick without brandishing it. 

With the passage of time there is at least 
the chance that the nations of Europe, by 
continuing to fuse their sovereignty in a 
number of fields-iron and steel, atomic 
energy, the common market-will become 
steadily less capable of independent aggres
sion. I question whether this point has been 
clearly made in Moscow. Mr. Khrushchev 
pretends to see in the European movement 
an attempt to unify power and resources be
hind a new aggression against Russia. The 
idea insults his intelligence. The aggressions 
of Europe have always been launched by one 
imperious, impetuous national force. To 
place any European power in a position in 
which its industrial potential can be mobi
lized for attack only in full agreement with 
the peace-loving Dutch or Belgians, or Rus
sia's traditional ally, France, is to scotch the 
possibility of independent aggression. 

Equally, however, if a creeping conquest 
of all Europe is still Russia's undeclared ob
jective, nothing could more quickly wither 
its hopes than a decisive end to the destruc
tive European "tribal" wars between Teuton 
and Frank, and the fusion in its place of 
all Europe's energies in common tasks of 
growth, well-being, and mutual benefit. 

Thus, from either standpoint, the attempt 
at greater European unity is a matter of 
crucial importance to American diplomacy. 

IV 

At this point we leave our troubled rela
tions with our enemies and begin to con
sider our-sometimes almost as troubled
relations with our friends in the free world. 
I am assuming, of course, that in the event 
of Russian obduracy, our allies in NATO will 
not shirk the burdens of maintaining equal
ity of military power. I also assume that 
they are as committed as we to the search 
for controlled disarmament and internation
al policing. But to agree on no more than 
this is to confirm the complaint that the At
lantic powers have no positive tasks. I doubt 
if any partnership can survive on a purely 
negative basis, and we have to discover what 
these common tasl~s should be. 

I would suggest two policies of outstand
ing importance. The first is to prevent the 
hopeful experiment of the common market 
from ending in a disastrous division of free 
Europe between the six nations inside and 
the 17 outside the market. American diplo
macy has every reason and right to concern 
itself intimately with this problem since 
the Marshall plan was the greatest spur to 
unity ever set in Europe's side. I think we 
should encourage the extension of the com
mon market principle to Britain and the rest 
of Europe. I do not suggest that this will 
be simple. We do not yet know how such 
complicated problems as agriculture and in
dustrial underdevelopment in Asia and Af
rica can be made to fit into Europe's plans. 
But we must seek to prevent hard and fast 
protective divisions from arising at this stage. 

And I think in our planning we must fore
see the possible if distant day when Eastern 
Europe, now nailed to the Soviet system 
with bayonets, may be able to adhere to a 
broad scheme of European economic uni
fication. 

Should North America be associated with 
a large free trade area arising in the rest 
of the free world? We shall not be able to 
avoid its repercussions in any event, and, 
with the same reservations for agriculture 
and for underdeveloped areas, few as they 
may be in the United States itself, I be
lieve we should move over the next two 
decades toward a low tariff relationship 
with the other free nations. We could, I be
lieve, meet any particularly strong local re
percussions by direct subsidy for redevelop
ment-just as we are considering aid for 
our distressed areas now. But our economy 
as a whole would be strengthened, not weak
ened, by this new spur to make it truly 
competitive. 

There is one condition under which all 
our plans for economic unification would 
fail: if the strongest economies in the free 
world did not expand steadily and draw up 
the underdeveloped areas in their wake. In 
the recent recession primary producers may 
have lost upward of $3 billion in export in
come owing to the fall in Western demand. 
The unrest in the Belgian Congo and the 
Rhodesias, like the rash of new military gov
ernments round the world, shows how 
speedily economic pressure will aggravate 
political instability. 

I would say that the most important prob
lem in the world today is the disparity in 
living standards, measured at the extremi
ties roughly by the average income in the 
United States of $2,000 as against less than 
$100 for a third of the world's population. 
And the worst thing about it is that the 
rich are getting richer and the poor poorer~ 
I would add that we must address ourselves 
to this problem with the same urgency as 
our national defense. · 

I would therefore argue that the great 
task of the NATO countries is not simply 
to intensify and increase their own economic 
relations. It is also to have a consistent co
operative plan for meeting the growing needs 
of the underdeveloped areas. 

v 
Here we meet the crux of the Atlantic 

world's relations with the uncommitted 
third of mankind. In any newly independ
ent land, the local leader must find some 
substitute for the old struggle for freedom. 
Economic development is the essential al
ternative as the rising birth rate increases 
the pressure. It is the alternative every
where in this century of 5-year plans, pro
duction statistics and big projects. The 
Western Powers have all manner of social 
inhibitions to overcome in ex-colonial lands 
and all manner of old friendships and un
derstandings to nourish, but they cannot do 
so if meanwhile the economy is foundering 
under the weight of unsold cotton, rubber 
or copper, or if exports are blocked by the 
collapse of Western demand. 

In other words, a sustained, long-term 
effort to draw the underdevelopt:'d peoples 
through the portals of modernization, to 
give them an alternative to the Communist 
method of forced development, must be the 
central objective in any Western policy to
ward the uncommitted third of the world. 

I do not need to spell it out. Its main 
principles are so well known and so widely 
discussed that some people have the in
nocent impression that a broad program is 
already in existence. One element is a large 
increase in the amount of capital available 
for Asian, African and Latin American de
velopment. One percent of national income 
from the wealthy West would provide be.:. 
tween $4 and $5 billion a year, and probably 
no more could usefully be used at this time. 

Another need is a reconsideration of West
ern tariff policy, which is heavily weighted 
against the underdeveloped nations. Yet 
another is a large increase in international 
liquidity to offset temporary fluctuations in 
trade. Yet another is a greatly expanded 
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educational program to cover not only tech
nical training but administrative and cul• 
tural training as well. And in all this a 
precondition of success is sustained growth 
among the advanced industrial nations in 
the Atlantic area. Without sustained ex· 
pansion in the West, no schemes of aid, 
trade, or stabilization have much chance of 
succeeding.-

These measures would amount to a new 
economic charter for a third of the human 
race. They would fulfill the Western na· 
tions' obligation to use their overwhelming 
wealth for their neighbors' welfare. They 
wotild give some hope of mastering cre
atively the crisis of population in our time. 

In so broad a program, it is difficult to 
establish priorities; but I would like to sug
gest two. The first is a sustained effort to 
create in Latin America the preconditions 
of more rapid modernization and economic 
cooperation. Encouragement of a common 
market, generous capital for the new re
gional development bank, schemes to sustain 
export incomes-these are some of the neces
sary steps and their urgency grows with 
each new forward bound in the Latin 
American birth rate. 

The other priority is India. The whole 
political future of Asia depends upon In
dia's experiment in freedom. We must see 
to it that the third plan is not crippled
as was the second-by lack of foreign capi· 
tal and exchange. And we must do so now. 

VI 

All these points concern the actual con
tent of policy; but diplomacy is not only 
a matter of aims and proposals. There be· 
longs to it, too, a certain style, and manner 
which can have as much effect as content 
itself. It is therefore not irrelevant to add 
a word about the attitudes of diplomacy 
and the need for the training and the staff 
to sustain our policies in season and out, 

, through crises and through lulls. We have 
ne~ther the experience nor the men to do so 
today. Good ideas are advanced. There is 
no followthrough because the resources 
are not available. For instance, now that 
all the United Nations are drawn into the 
disarmament debate, a strengthening of our 
diplomacy on this subject is essential in 
every influential capital. And it is equally 
urgent in other spheres of constantly recur· 
ring pressure. Nor do we begin to compete 
with the Communists in the distribution of 
books and literature, for example. I doubt 
whether we can sustain a proper scale of 
international activity in economic matters 
without larger staffs better trained for the 
functions of assistance and development. 

I would next urge that we should drop for 
all time the idea that one of the aims of 
American diplomacy is to earn gratitude 
from a beholden world. What we seek is a 
world in which our children need not live 
under the atomic shadow. We need it as 
much as anyone else, we have more to lose 
than anyone else, and no exchange of bene
fit is involved. And if it is the cost that 
is in question, I suggest that what we do to 
lift our neighbors' living standards is en
titled to the same priority as what we do 
for our defenses. 

And in the same measure we should be 
neither sure nor proud. We are part of a 
human experiment that may founder. We 
have all set our hands to a science we can· 
not control. We all stand on the edge of 
the mysteries of outer space. We all live 
under judgment before an infinite God· 
head. It behoove's us, therefore, to express 
in all our dealings with other peoples our 
sense of belonging to one endangering fam
lly and sharing with it our part of hope 
and aspiration, our part of error and shame. 
Then perhaps our voice will be tolerable, 
our wealth forgiven, and men will sit down 
with us in amity to work for a better, safer 
world. 

THE MISSTI..rE PROGRAM 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I wish 

briefly to invite the attention of the Sen
ate to the pending military construction 
bill. · It was hoped that it could be 
brought up either today of tomorrow, 
but now that is impossible. I do not 
know whether it will be brought up on 
Thursday. At any rate, one of the main 
provisions which has provoked some in
terest pertains to our missile program, 
particularly with reference to the deci
sion of the Committee on Armed Services 
to undertake to bring to a definite head 
the very broad and highly important 
question of the overall evaluation of our 
continental defense system. 

I warn the Senate that there is not a 
more serious question connected with the 
entire military program than is this one. 
I am quoting Secretary McElroy, himself, 
in that regard, given in open hearing. 

The bill seeks to get a reevaluation of 
the missiles which are now being in· 
stalled and put into operation in the en
tire continental defense system. 

I understand that reports are now be
ing circulated with reference to charges 
that there is an attempt made to kill the 
NIKE system. That is entirely false. 
That is not the purpose of the provisions 
of the bill. Let any system stand on its 
own merits. The fact is that we are 
pouring billions and billions of dollars 
into this system, which nearly everyone 
agrees needs a reevaluation. 

The committee has discussed this 
question with the Secretary himself, 
with the Director of the Budget, and 
with many others who are in a position 
to know. We are of the opinion that 
this matter must be forced to a reevalu
ation and a decision. 

Therefore I warn Senators of its im
portance, and suggest that they should 
not reach any hasty decision about it 
until they hear the actual facts about 
the need of the evaluation, and the com
mittee's plan with reference thereto. 
We are ready to present the bill when
ever it can be brought before the Senate. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 

support without reservation the decision 
and the action taken by the Military 
Construction Subcommittee of the Com
mittee on Armed Services, under the 
chairmanship of the very able Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS]. As 
usual, in this matter, he has thought 
with clarity and such thought is re
flected in his decision. 

The record is clear that the Secretary 
of Defense asked Congress to help him 
make a decision between the relative 
merits of one ground-to-air defense as 
against another ground-to-air defense 
system. 

In an effort to be constructive, the 
proper committee of Congress made a 
decision in this matter; and thereupon 
one of the services released a protest 
against this decision of Congress. 

The Congress has a real responsibility, 
as, in effect, it is some sort of board 
of directors to the administration. 

Therefore, after the chief executive 
omcer of the Department of Defense re-

quested a decision from this board of 
directors, one of the three vice presi
dents under him criticized the decision. 

Inasmuch as, under our Constitution, 
administrative decisions are properly 
those of the executive branch, this is 
an extraordinary situation. 

All this is compounded by the fact that, 
after a decision is made by a cooperating 
Congress, but one service objects to that 
decision, the Secretary of Defense now 
goes back to his original position and 
states that the programs of both weapons 
systems will go ahead. 

It is this type of decision, or lack of 
decision, which is costing the American 
people many billions of dollars annually. 

To further compound the bewilder
ment of Congress and the people · this 
morning the testimony of another s~rvice 
is released. That statement says that 
neither of these systems is desirable. 

What is involved in this scene of inde
cision and service rivalry is vast sums 
of the taxpayers' money plus two weap
ons systems designed to defend against a 
small Soviet bomber force. 

At the same time, action to build up 
our offensive forces is held down for 
budgetary reasons. 

I again congratulate the able junior 
Senator from Mississippi for the position 
he has taken in this matter. I think that 
in the interests of solvency and security, 
the country, too, should congratulate 
him: 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from Missouri. 

JOHN A. ~~EDY 
. Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the 
American press continues to give a no
table record of outstanding service in 
presenting to our people reports on events 
throughout the world which are of vital 
importance to all of us. 

Continuing in this fine tradition, is the 
publisher-editor in chief of the Sioux 
Falls <S. Dak.) Daily Argus-Leader, Mr. 
John A. Kennedy, who recently reported 
on an exclusive interview which he held 
with President Nasser, of Egypt. 

I am particularly delighted in bringing 
this latest report of Mr. Kennedy's to the 
attention of my colleagues for two rea
sons. One, Mr. Kennedy is bringing to 
the American people important informa .. 
tion which is worthy of our consideration, 
because his report sheds a bit more light 
on the thinking of one of the leaders in 
the critical Middle East area. 

My other reason for citing Mr. Ken
nedy's report is merely to point out that 
it is not always a huge metropolitan 
newspaper which brings to us the so
called exclusive features which are quite 
typical of newspapers in leading Ameri
can cities. 

The Sioux Falls Argus-Leader, in my 
home State of South Dakota, while it is 
the largest daily newspaper in a five· 
State area, is by no means a metropolitan 
paper of the type we find in New York 
City, Chicago, or Washington. 

However, despite that fact this out
standing newspaper is performing a serv
ice comparable to that found in our large 
cities. John Kennedy's recent interview 
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with President Nasser is an excellent ex
ample of this. 

And I should point out, this is not the 
first such report from the able pen of Mr. 
Kennedy. Previously he has -written an 
outstanding series of informative articles 
on his travels through Russia, which in
cluded an interview with Mr. Khru
shchev. He was among the first to 
analyze and decipher the educational 
system of Russia. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Mr. Kennedy's _interview with 
Mr. Nasser, which incidentally was re
leased by the Associated Press to media 
throughout the country, be printed in 
the RECORD, at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

(From the Sioux Falls (S.Dak.) Daily 
Argus-Leader, May 18, 1959] 

PUBLISHER INTERVIEWS NASSER AS CLIMAX TO 
LoNG TOUR OF AFRICA-UNITED ARAB RE
PU!3LIC HEAD VOICES PEACE HOPE-WOULD 
WELCOME NIXON VISIT 
(John A. Kennedy, publisher-editor in 

chief of the Siou,x Falls Argus-Leader, inter
viewed President Nasser of the United Arab 
Republic. This is his story as released by the 
Associated Press.) 

(By John A. Kennedy) 
CAIRo.-President Nasser says Soviet Pre

mier Nikita Khrushchev has given him re
newed assurances of nonintervention in Arab 
affairs. 

The United Arab Republic President re
vealed this in a 2-hour interview at his home 
Sunday afternoon. 

Asked if he considered these assurances 
convincing on the basis of Soviet perform
ance, Nasser replied, "We will see." 

Nasser expressed hope the Berlin and Ger
man problems "must be resolved by peaceful 
means." 

The United Arab Republic President, in 
answer to a question, replied he would wel
come a visit from Vice President NIXoN en 
route to or from the opening of the Ameri
can exhibition in Moscow next month. 

Nasser also revealed he intends to hold 
parliamentary elections between 6 months 
and a year from now. This was the first time 
Nasser publicly announced the election time 
that specifically. He indicated his revolution 
had passed through the preliminary social 
and economical development phase and now 
the time was coming for political evolution. 

Nasser revealed Khrushchev's promise of 
nonintervention in response to the question, 
"Has Khrushchev given you any renewed as
surances of nonintervention in Arab affairs?'' 

The President responded, "Yes," but did 
not elaborate. 

Wearing a white sport shirt which he 
proudly told me was made from Egyptian 
long-staple cotton, the President received me 
in the study of his home in a Cairo suburb. 
The house looked like that of a moderately 
successfUl middle-class businessman back 
home. 

My interview was the clim::uc of a 27,000-
mile trip my wife and I had taken through 
the awakening countries of Africa. We did 
7,200 miles by motor. 

When I asked Nasser about the Berlin 
problem, he replied, "We all hope that it can 
be solved by peaceful means. Any other 
solution is preposterous. · From my own 
visits in the destroyed cities of Russia and 
eastern Europe, now pretty well rebuilt from 
the devastation of World War II, I am sure 
no one of these people would follow a leader 
who advocated or precipitated war. • • • 
Everywhere I went in eastern -Europe they 
told me they did not want any part in war." 

I pointed out NxxoN was visiting Moscow 
next month to open the American exhibit 
there and asked if he would welcome a 
United Arab Republic visit by NIXON either 
on his way to Moscow or returning home. 

-The President sald he would welcome a 
Visit by NIXON but added, "sUch a Visit might 
provoke propaganda by Arab Communists 
that there was a plot between the United 
States and the United Arab Republic. Even 
so, we would welcome such a visit." 

Speaking of the parliamentary elections, 
Nasser said he envisaged a political system 
for the United Arab R epublic of a mixture 
of the American and British systems. He 
said he wanted a Cabinet responsible to an 
elected Parliament but he wants the presi
dent elected by the people. 

I told Nasser an Arab student in Sioux 
Falls once said the United States was the 
chief troublemaker in the Middle East and 
asked if he shared that opinion. 

"Well, there is the Eisenhower doctrine 
in which you supported some countries 
against others, and that resulted in con
siderable trouble," the President answered. 
"My advice is, don't try to pressure us. All 
these small countries with rising nationalism 
can best work out things in their own way." 

Nasser said he welcomed American private 
investment in Egypt and believed his gov
ernment offered adequate safeguards for the 
protection of capital invested here. He said 
there had been some private capital invest
ment here and he welcomed more. 

As to American Government help, Nasser 
pointed out the United Arab Republic needs, 
to complete its 5-year development program, 
300 million pounds ($840 million), of which 
half is needed in foreign exchange. 

"We will t ake that money from anywhere 
we can get it," Nasser said. "But we won't 
accept help if it has political strings at
tached. We won't sell our freedom for any 
amount of money." 

Nasser reiterated his determination to keep 
his country neutral and not alined with any 
blocs. He said in doing this he was following 
·a policy similar to that of Washington and 
Monroe when the United States was young. 

Nasser reminded me that he had taught 
history in Egypt's staff college and had read 
copiously of the American Constitution and 
American history. 

I told Nasser my home is in South Dakota, 
where we know little of international in
trigue but are deeply concerned about inter
national amity. I asked what we can do to 
promote a friendlier attitude between the 
United Stat es and the United Arab Republic. 

"You have a great responsibility in that 
respect," Nasser answered. "From our view
point, America needs a true picture of the 
Middle East and of the countries and prob
-lexns of the United Arab Republic." 

THE GREAT DECISIONS PROGRAM 
FOR THE STATE OF OREGON 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, it gives 

me great pleasure, as a member of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, to bring to 
your attention this year the end results 
of the 1959 series of opinion ballots on 
important foreign policy questions, as 
cast by Oregonians in the Great Decision 
program. 

This stimulating study program, or
ganized and conducted by the Oregon 
State College Extension Service in co
operation with the Foreign Policy Asso
ciation, is now in its third year. Great 
Decisions was originally launched in Ore
gon, and similar programs have since 
been _set up in other States. Its purpose 
is to arouse interest in international af
fairs, through a series of small, informal 
discussion , groups conducted among 

adults in both rural and urban· areas. 
In addition, families and individuals can 
partake in great decisions, through co
operating television and radio programs, 
as well as newspaper coverage. 

This year 25 counties in Oregon par
ticipated in great decisions in small, in
formal discussion groups; and other 
counties were represented through mass 
media programs. The enthusiasm and 
intelligence shown by the many adults ill 
every walk of life who participated in 
this program is indeed inspiring, and I 
find great satisfaction in knowing that 
the great decisions experiment has been 
so extremely successful. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed at this point 
in the RECORD, in connection with my re
marks, the results of the Oregon opinion 
ballots on each of the topics under dis
cussion during Great Decisions, 1959. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

OPINION BALLOT 
(The great decisions of U.S. foreign policy 

must, under our democratic system, be made 
by the people. What basic directions do you 
believe U.S. policy should follow? And what 
specific policies-now being debated--do you 
support or reject? Discuss the facts, make 
up your mind and make your opinion count.) 

FACT SHEET NO. 2 

Section I: Basic approaches to U.S. policy in a 
divided world. 

1. Which of the following possibilities, in 
your opinion, does the United States need to 
take into account in building a realistic, 
long-term foreign policy? (Check all choices 
you agree with, avoiding contradictions. If 
you are uncertain, or feel you do not have 
enough evidence to answer "yes" or "no," 
check the "can't answer" box): 

Cold war, in one form or another, will 
probably continue for some time to come. 
(a) Yes, 97 percent; (b) no, 0.4 percent; (c) 
can't answer, 2.6 percent. 

Confiicts in interests among non-Commu
nist nations will probably be with us for some 
time to come. (d) Yes, 93.8 percent; (e) no, 
1.4 percent; (f) can't answer, 4.8 percent. 

Communist infiuence in the world can be 
"contained" by a system of military alliances. 
(g) Yes, 15.1 percent; (h) no, 63.7 percent; 
(i) can't answer, 21.1 percent. 

Continued negotiation on cold war issues 
is desirable. (j) Yes, 85.9 percent; (k) no, 
5.2 percent; (1) can't answer, 9 percent. 

Other -non-Communist nations have the 
right to independent and even neutral cold 
war foreign policies. (m) Yes, 75.5 percent; 
(n) no, 7.6 percent; (o) can't answer, 16.9 
percent. 

A strong and well-coordinated Western alli
ance is essential to U.S. security. (p) yes, 69.9 
percent; (q) no, 15.7 percent; (r) can't an
swer, 14.3 percent. 

The people and resources of the non-Com
munist underdeveloped world are vital to 
U.S. security. (s) Yes, 90 percent; (t) no, 1.8 
percent; (u) can't answer, 8.2 percent. 

Comment: Figures shown above are per
centages of total b allots. 
Section II: U.S. policies in a. divided world 

2. On the basis of the above assumptions 
what U.S. policies would deal most effectively 
with a divided world? (Check all choices 
you agree with, avoiding contradictions): 

In Relation to Our Western Allies 
(a) Closer coordination of cold war po

litical and military policies, 54.8 percent. 
(b) Closer coordination of economic poli

cies, 76.7 percent. 
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(c) More U.s. indep€mderice ln foreign 

policy, 10.6 percent. · 
(d) Depend less· on allies and concentrate 

on building U.S. economic and military 
power, 11.6 percent. 
. (e) Bolder policies to help solve economic 

and social problems in the underdeveloped 
world, 75.1 percent. 

(f> More flexibility iri dealing with the 
·communist powers, 27.9 percent. 

(g) Refuse to be concerned with "com
petition" from the Communist powers, 12 
percent. 

In Relation to the Non-Communist and 
Underdeveloped World 

(h) Attempt to enlarge the anti-Com
munist alliance system to include more na
tions on the borders of the Communist 
world, 32.9 percent. 

(i) Attempt to persuade the rest of the 
non-Communist world to . adopt firm anti
Communist policies, 31.7 percent. 

(j) Place less emphasis on building the 
military capacities of underdeveloped allies 
and more on their economic and social de
velopment, 69.3 percent. 

(k) Invest in greatly expanded trade and 
economic growth throughout the non-Com
munist world, 65.7 percent. 

FACT SHEET NO. 3 

Section I: Basic approaches to U.S. policy 
toward the Communist powers 

1. Which of the following possibilities, in 
your opinion, does the United States need to 
take into account in building a realistic, 
long-term foreign policy? (Check all choices 
you agree with, avoiding contradictions. If 
you are uncertain, or feel you do not have 
enough evidence to answer "Yes" or "No" 
check "Can't Answer"): 

It is possible for Communist societies to 
match the West in technology, production, 
and satisfaction of consumer wants. (a) 
Yes, 84.7 percent; (b) no, 7.6 percent; (c) 
can't answer, 7.6 percent. 

A serious conflict in national interests, be
tween the Soviet Union and Communist 
China, is possible. (d) Yes, 87.1 percent; 
(e) no, 5.6 percent; (f) can't answer, 7.4 
percent. 

Further revolutions in satellite Europe are 
possible. (g) Yes, 84 percent; (h) no, 5.3 
percent; (i) can't answer, 10.7 percent. 

An evolution of Communist society, lead
ing toward greater personal freedom, is pos
sible at least in the Soviet Union. (j) Yes, 
72.8 percent; (k) no, 13.1 percent; (1) can't 
answer, 14.1 percent. 

As the Communist states grow in economic 
power we can expect greater cold war empha
sis on economic competition. (m) Yes, 89.9 
percent; (n) no, 2.2 percent; (o) can't 
answer, 7.9 percent. 

All-out war with the Communist powers is 
always a possibility for which the West must 
be prepared. (p) Yes, 84.4 percent; ( q) no, 
3.7 percent; (r) can't answer, 11.9 percent. 

The West can best prevent the further 
spread of communism through adequate 
military preparedness. (s) Yes, 26.3 percent; 
(t) no, 50.6 percent; (u) can't answer, 23.1 
percent. 

All-out war is unlikely; United States must 
concentrate on world economic and social de
velopment. (v) Yes, 54.9 percent; (w) no, 
20.7 percent; (x) can't answer, 24.4 percent. 
Section II: Specific U.S. policies to deal with 

the Communist powers 
2. Which of the following policies (pro

posed and in effect) deals realistically with 
the Communist powers? (Check all choices 
you agree with, avoiding contradictions): 

(a) Western embargo on trade in strategic 
materials with the Communist bloc, 50.7 
percent. 

(b) U.S. total embargo on trade with Com
munist China,19 percent. 

(c) Concentration of U.S. foreign aid ln 
countries which are U.S. military allies, 36.5 
percent. 

(d) u.s. commitments to reduc"e trade bar
riers and expand trade in the non-Commu
nist world, 75 percent. 

(e) U.S. military and economic assistance 
to Yugoslavia, 31.9 percent. 

(f) U.S. economic assistance to Poland, 
36 percent. 

(g) U.S. refusal to have full diplomatic re
lations with Communist Albania, Bulgaria, 
China, Hungary, and Rumania, 20 percent. 

(h) Present level of U.S. information pro
grams overseas, 31.2 percent. 

(i) U.S. assumption that communism in 
its present form is a passing phase, 7.4 per
cent. 

FACT SHEET NO. 4 

Section I: Basic U.S. approaches to the 
Middle East 

1. Which (if any) of the following prin
ciples would serve as a realistic basis for 
U.S. policy toward the Middle East? Note 
that most of these statements do not neces
sarily contradict each other. If you cannot 
answer "yes" or "no," are uncertain or feel 
you have insufficient information, check the 
"can't answer" box: 

United States has a moral and ethical re
sponsibility to help people of the region 
realize their aspirations for better health, 
working and living conditions. (a) Yes, 
79.2 percent; (b) no, 6.9 percent; (c) can't 
answer, 13.9 percent. 

u.S. help in social and economic develop
ment of the area should depend on the wil
lingness of local leaders to cooperate and 
commit their own resources. (d) Yes, 82.3 
percent; (e) no, 4.4 percent; (f) can't an
swer, 13.3 percent. 

United States should recognize that Arab 
nationalism is a legitimate force in the area, 
and we should try to accommodate our poli
cies to this force. (g) Yes, 76.1 percent; 
(h) no, 4.1 percent; (i) can't answer 19.8 
percent. 

United States should not be so deeply 
involved as it is in Arab politics and rival
ries of the Middle East. (j) Yes, 37 per
cent; (k) no, 21 percent; (1) can't answer, 
42 percent. 

Because of our commitments and strategic 
interests (Israel, Turkey, Iran, Baghdad 
Pact, oil, military bases, etc.) the United 
States cannot avoid an active role in the 
politics of the area. (m) Yes, 62.7 percent; 
(n) no, 14 percent; (o) can't answer, 23.2 
percent. 

2. On which (if any) of the following 
principles should the United States base its 
policies toward communism in the Middle 
East? If you cannot answer "yes" or "no," 
are uncertain or feel you have insufficient 
information, check the "can't answer" box: 

Supply military and/or economic assist
ance to any Middle Eastern government 
which is threatened by aggression from in
ternational communism and which requests 
such assistance (Eisenhower doctrine), (a) 
Yes, 71.7 percent; (b) no, 5.5 percent; (c) 
can't answer, 22.8 percent. 

Provide military and/or economic assist
ance to any Middle Eastern government 
which is threatened, if the threat comes in 
part from the outside ("indirect aggres
sion") and if help is requested (as in Leb
anon); (d) Yes, 62 percent; (e) no, 7.2 
percent; (f) can't answer, 30.8 percent. 

Take no military action in what are purely 
conflicts between Arab governments or be
tween factions within Arab countries. (g) 
Yes, 64.8 percent; (h) no, 11 percent; (i) 
can't answer, 24.2 percent. · 

Recognize the Soviet Union's legitimate 
interest in affairs on its own borders. (j) 
Yes, 65.7 percent; (k) no, 8.5 percent; (1) 
can't answer, 25.7 percent. 

Try to neutralize Soviet influence in the 
Middle East by working more effectively 
with new forces and new Arab leadership. 
(m) Yes, 74.7 percent; (n) no, 2.8 percent; 
(o) can't answer, 22.6 percent. 

Try to heut"ralize·· big power con:tlicts in 
the area by bringing the U.N: more into 
Middle Eastern affairs. (p) Yes, 80.7 per
cent; (q) no, 10 percent; (r) can't answer, 
9.2 percent. 
Section II: Specific policy proposals for the 

MicLcLle East 
3. Which-if any-of the following policy 

proposals, now under discussion in Washing
ton, would you be willing to support? 
(Check only those proposals you favor:) 

(a) Try to restore normal pre-Suez rela
tions with Nasser, including resumption of 
full economic aid program for Egypt, 30.9 
percent. 

(b) Try to work with any Arab leader who 
respects U.S. interests, 53.4 percent. 

(c) Make no changes in present U.S. aid 
program in Middle East unless and until 
Arab States take the initiative in a regional 
development program, 23.8 percent. 

(d) Participate financially in any Arab
sponsored development bank or institution 
that is set up on a sound basis, 48.3 percent. 

(e) Continue U.S. aid and technical assist
ance programs country-by-country, 60.0 per
cent. 

(f) Offer firm military guarantees to Israel 
to help defend its borders against possible 
Arab attack, 11.6 percent. 

(g) Offer firm military guarantees to Jor
dan against possible attack from other Arab 
States, 10.5 percent. 

(h) Attempt to reach agreement with the 
Soviet Union to ban further arms shipments, 
from any sources, to the Middle East, 40.0 
percent. 

(1) Counteract anti-Western, anti-U.S. 
radio propaganda in the Middle East . by ex
panding U.S. information activities, 64.6 per
cent. 

(j) Press in the U.N. for an expanded per
manent U.N. Police Force in the area to help 
.keep peace on the borders and to monitor 
radio propaganda and other forms of "indi
rect aggression" against the independence of 
Arab States, 67.4 percent. 

FACT SHEET NO. 5 

Section I: Basic approaches to U.S. policy 
in Latin America 

1. In U.S. global foreign policy Latin 
America should receive: 

(a) Higher priority than it has in the 
past, 72.5 percent. 

(b) Lower priority than in the past, 1.9 
percent. 

(c) About the same priority as in the past, 
12.7 percent. 

(d) Other, 5.1 percent. 
No answer, 7.8 percent. 
2. The United States should adopt the 

following approaches to long-range eco
nomic, social and political development in 
Latin America (check statements or choices 
you agree with, making sure your answers 
do not contradict each others) : 

(a) United States should approach Latin 
America development problems on a regional 
basis, 39.4 percent; or 

(b) United States should deal with Latin 
American problems on a country-by-coun
try, rather than on a regional basis, 42.8 
percent. 

(c) United States should help solve the 
most urgent problems, as they crop up from 
year to year, 21.6 percent; or 

(d) United States should commit itself to 
long-term programs to help solve basic re
gional development problems, 63.6 percent. 

(e) United States should feel free to in
tervene on the side of democratic forces try
ing to overthrow totalitarian governments, 
17.2 percent; or 

(f) United States should keep hands off 
internal Latin American politics, 59.5 
percent. 
Section II: Specific U.S. policies toward Latin 

America 
3. Which internal Latin American prob

lems are important enough for the United 
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States to act on? (Check problems which. 
in your opinion, call for U.S. assistance): 

(a) Improving educational systems, 79.4 
percent. 

(b) Encouraging development of demo
cratic governments, 58.5 percent. 

(c) Speeding up internal economic devel
opment, 41.3 percent. 

(d) Diversifying internal economic de
velopment, 53.8 percent. 

(e) Controlling disease and providing 
better health and sanitation facilities, 62.3 
percent. 

(f) Promoting greater U.S. private invest· 
ment in internal economies, 46.8 percent. 

(g) None, 0.9 percent. 
(h) Other, 3.4 percent. 
4. Which (if any) of the following policy 

proposals, already under discussion in Wash
ington, would ·you be willing to support? 
(Check those you agree with, making sure 
your answers do not contradict each other): 

(a) Try to find long-range answers to the 
commodity price problem by joining with 
other surplus-producing nations in joint 
studies, 74.8 percent. 

(b) Stabilize U.S. imports of Latin Amer· 
lean basic commodities by guaranteeing 
purchases and stockpiling at U.S. expense 
when necessary, 11.6 percent. 

(c) Restrict U.S. imports of Latin Amer
ican commodities which might damage 
U.S. producers (such as lead, zinc, oil, etc.), 
14 percent. 

(d) Protect U.S. producers with Federal 
subsidies but avoid restrictions on basic 

·imports froll1. Latin America, 10 percent. 
(e) Expand present U.S. economic and 

technical assistance programs in Latin 
America, 63.4 percent. 

(f) Undertake a greatly expanded pro
gram of regional economic development, in
volving long-term commitments and low· 
interest loans, 36 percent. 

(g) Explore the possibilities of a regional 
(hemispheric) tariff and trade agreement to 
reduce trade barriers, stimulate regional 
trade and stabilize prices, 63.1 percent. 

(h) Reduce or discontinue U.S. military 
assistance to dictators, 73.3 percent. · 

(i) Give preferential treatment to demo
cratic regimes in aid programs, 43.2 percent. 

(j) Deemphasize Government aid and 
leave more of the job of Latin American 
economic development to private enterprise, 
25.9 percent. 

(k) Expand cultural and student ex
change programs and encourage the study 
of Latin American languages and cultures 
in U.S. schools, 93.2 percent. 

FACT SHEET NO. 6 

Section I: Basic U.S. approaches to world 
economic problems 

1. How can the United States deal real
istically with the world economic revolution? 
(Indicate whether you agree or disagree with 
the following statements. If you are uncer· 
tain or feel you do not have enough informa· 
tion to answer "yes" or "no" check "can't 
answer"): 

United States needs to be concerned with 
economic development in only those coun· 
tries which are important U.S. customers, or 
supply us with essential raw materials. (a) 
Yes, 10.4 percent; (b) no, 75.2 percent; (c) 
can't answer, 14.3 percent. 

Long-term U.S. economic growth requires 
a healthy and growing world economy. (d) 
Yes, 88.8 percent.; (e) no, 1.1 percent; (f) 
can't answer, 10.1 percent. 

Economic growth in the rest of the world 
should be based on private and not govern· 
ment investments. (g) Yes, 25.4 percent; 
(h) no, 29.3 percent; (i) can't answer, 45.3 
percent. 

U.S. economy can afford a larger govern
m ent investment in economic growth or t}le 
rest of the world than we are now making. 
(j) Yes, 33.6 percent; (k) no, 26.7 percent; 
(1} can 't answer, 39.7 percent. 

Reasonable U.S. trade policies and ·mod.est 
increases in foreign economic aid are not 
enough; a "crash" program is called for. 
(m) Yes, 11?.1 percent; (n) no, 45.6 percent; 
(o) can't answer, 39.2 percent. 
Section II: Specific U.S. foreign economi c 

policies 
2. Which of the following policy proposals, 

now being debated in Washington, will you 
support? (Check only those proposals you 
favor) : 

(a) Expand U.S. economic aid program 
(loans and grants) , 16.8 percent. 

(b) Reduce foreign grants but expand long
term, low interest loans, 45.1 percent. 

(c) Expand U.S. technical assistance pro
grams (skills apd know-how) , 79.6 percent. 

(d) Channel more U.S. aid through U.N., 
49.5 percent. 

(e) Continue to give bulk of U.S. eco
nomic aid to underdeveloped allies, 30.3 per
cent. 

(f) Place less emphasis on military aid to 
underdeveloped world, 58.5 percent. 

(g) Take lead among industrialized de
mocracies in a "massive" development pro· 
gram-economic and social-in non-Com
munist underdeveloped world, 34.2 percent. 

(h) Through U.S. Government lending 
agencies, invest in more major public works 
in underdeveloped world (dams, irrigation, 
etc.>, 45.4 percent. 

(i) Take the lead in setting up regional 
development institutions in partnership 
with underdeveloped nations, 53.3 percent. 

(j) Provide more U.S. scholarships to stu
dents from underdeveloped world, 79.6 per· 
cent. 

(k) Encourage and provide incentives for 
more U.S. private investment overseas, 47.2 
percent. 

(1) Set up agency to coordinate U.S. Gov
ernment and U.S. private investments over
seas for maximum effectiveness, 42.3 percent. 

(m) Make no major changes in current 
U.S. foreign aid programs, 5.4 percent. 

(n) Insist that other industrialized na
tions pay larger share of the foreign aid 
burden, 25.4 percent. 

( o) Take the lead in a world wide reduc
tion of tariffs, 38.4 percent. 

(p) Join other "surplus" producing na
tions (both developed and underdeveloped) 
in an effort to stabilize prices, prevent un
fair competition and promote new markets 
for such troublesome commodities as coffee, 
cotton, wheat, lead, tin, zinc, etc., 64.1 per
cent. 

(q) Use U.S. economic power to compete 
with the Soviet Union in the foreign aid 
field; offer any non-Communist underde
veloped nation lower interest loans at better 
terms, on worthwhile development projects, 
33.6 percent. 

(r> Refuse U.S. aid to any nation receiving 
significant amounts of Soviet aid, 12.7 per
cent. 

(s) Eliminate restrictions on U.S. trade 
with Communist powers, 16.4 percent. 

FACT SHEET NO. 7 

Section 1: General approach to problems of 
the technological age 

1. Which-if any-of the following princi
ples should guide U.S. policies in the age of 
technology? (Indic.ate whether you agree or 
disagree with the following statements. If 
you are uncertain or feel you do not have 
enough information to answer "Yes" or "No" 
check the "Can't answer" box): ' 

The military implications of modern tech· 
nology are too complicated for ordinary cit!· 
zens to understand; decisions in this area 
should be left to Government experts. (a) 
Yes, 33.9 percent; (b) no, 49 percent; (c) 
can't answer, 17.1 percent. 

Under no circumstances should the United 
States permit the Communist nations to 
outdistance us in scope and quality of tech
nology-either military or peaceful. (d) 

Yes, 44.5 percent; (e) no, 19.7 percent; (f) 
can't answer, 35.9 percent. 

United States as a nation should invest 
more heavily in bringing the benefits of 
modern science and technology to our own 
citizens-medicine, transportation, power, 
etc. (g) Yes, 70 percent; (h) no, 14.7 per
cent; (i) can't answer, 15.3 percent. 

United States should share its scientific 
and technological skills more extensively 
with the rest of the world and should try to 
benefit from the knowledge of other ad
vanced nations. (j) Yes, 80.3 percent; (k) 
no, 4.5 percent; (I) can't answer, 15.1 per
cent. 

There is a clear need for more information 
to be made availa ble to and for more under
standing by the general public of the prob
lems and opportunities of the technological 
revolution. (m) Yes, 93.7 percent; (n) no, 
1.3 percent; (o) can't answer, 5 percent. 
Section II. Specific U.S. polici es to deal with 

problems of the technological age 
2. Which of the following policy proposals, 

now being debated, do you favor? (Check 
only those proposals you are willing to sup" 
port): 

(a) United States should agree to a ban 
on testing nuclear weapons which cause a 
significant amount of radioactive fallout, 
without waiting for an enforcible control 
system, 32.2 percent. 

(b) United States must continue some 
nuclear weapons research until an effective 
control system is installed, 66.1 percent. 

(c) U.S. policymakers should give highest 
priority to plans for a.n effective nuclear test 
ban and arms control systems, 62.4 percent. 

(d) United States should not give ·up its 
atomic weapons under any circumstances, 
30.9 percent. 

United. States should step up its peaceful 
atomic development at home through: 

(e) GreaJter effort by Federal Government, 
55.1 percent. 

(f) Greater effort by private industry, 72.4 
percent. 

United States should make a greater con
tribution to peaceful atomic development in 
the rest of the world through: 

(g) Direct negotiation with nations con-
cerned, 26.8 percent. . 

(h) U.N. International Atomic Energy 
Agency, 74.7 percent. 

United States should make every effort, 
including making more funds available, to 
insure the American educational system is 
equal to the Nation's needs, through: 

( 1) Increased Federal aid to public schools 
and universities, 50.5 percent. 

(j) Public aid to private schools and uni
versities, 15.1 percent. 

(k) Greater Sta;te and community effort, 
7~.9 percent. 

FACT SHEET NO. 8 

Section 1. U.S. national interests in the world 
of the possible 

1. In your opinion which, if any, of t he 
following factors are part of U.S. "vital na
tional interests" in today's world? (Check 
only those statements which you believe are 
important considerations for U.S. policy:) 

(a) Closer economic, political and cultural 
relations with our industrialized, democratic 
allies, 64.1 percent. 

(b) Continued healthy growth of the U.S. 
economy, 78.6 percent. 

(c) Continued access to the raw materials 
and markets of the world, 74.4 percent. 

(d) Faster econ omic growth in the under
developed world, 57.9 percent. 

(e) Political stability in the underde
veloped world, 49.1 percent. 

(f) Rapid extension of U.S.-style demo
cratic institutions to underdeveloped coun
tries, 12.1 percent. 

(g) Expansion of world trade, 72.1 percent. 
(h) Greater understanding abroad of U.S. 

people and inst itutions, 80.1 percent. 
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(i) Greater U.S. understanding of foreign 

peoples and institutions, 80.6 percent. 
( j) In the long run, some form of world 

government, 60.5 percent. 
(k) Sufficient military power to discourage 

aggression, 60.7 percent. 
(1) Sufficient military power to wage any 

kind of war, total or small, nuclear or con
ventional, 37.2 percent. 

(m) Disarmament, 15 percent. 

Section II: Specific U.S. policies for today's 
· world 

2. Which, i! any, of the following pro
posals now being debated in Washington 
will best serve U.S. vital national interests? 
(Check any proposals you agree with, do not 
c.heck propos'als you disagree with or are un
certain about; note that many proposals are 
not necessarily contradictory:) 

(a) Continue U.S. military protection of 
Taiwan, 40.6 percent. 

(b) Intensify U.S. support of Free China 
economy and culture, 23.8 percent. 

(c) Recognize Communist Chinese Gov
ernment, 24.3 percent. 

(d) Try to normalize a.ll relations with 
Communist China, 22.5-percent. 

(e) Take a firm stand for earliest possible 
independence of all colonial peoples, 21.2 
percent. 

(!) Base colonial policy on careful ap
praisal of each situation, 63.8 percent. 

(g) Provide the kind of U.S. assistance 
(where it is wanted) that will help colonial 
peoples build stable economic, political, and 
social institutions, 75.2 percent. · 

Base U.S. relations with foreign govern
ments: 

(h) On the degree of democracy they 
practice, 9.6 percent. 

(i) On whether these governments enjoy 
popular support, 22.2 percent. · · 

(j) On the fact that the governments are 
in power, 12.1 percent. 

(k) On U.S. national interests in each 
specific case, 30.7 percent. 

(1) Increase U.S. defense effort, 11.9 per
cent. 

(m) Increase civilian defense effort, 21.2 
percent. 

(n) Maintain present levels of defense 
spending, 24 percent. 
- (o) Reduce defense -expenditures, 9.3 per
cent. 

(p) Spare-no effort-toward a workable arms 
control and inspection system, 56.1 percent. 

(q) Work for strengthening of the U.N., 
81.4 percent. 

(r) Work toward political integration or 
union of Western democracies, 26.1 percent. 

(s) Work toward world government, 50.1 
percent. 

(t) Work toward economic integration of 
the non-Communist world, 37.7 percent. 

(u) Promote worldwide reduction of tariffs, 
39.8 percent. 

(v) Expand U.S. assistance· to economic 
growth of underdeveloped world, 56.3 percent. 

FACT SHEET NO. 9 

Section 1: General approaches to the prob
lems of U.S. foreign policy 

1. What, in your opinion, should be the 
role of the citizen in U.S. foreign policy? 
(Check any combination of the following 
statements which agree with your views:) 

(a) To refrain from public debate during 
times of foreign policy crisis, 14.1 percent. 

(b) To debate foreign policy freely at any 
time, 69.1 percent. 

(c) To communicate freely with elected 
and appointed· policymakers as individuals, 
72.5 percent. 

(d) To communicate freely with policy
makers as organizations or special interests, 
54.5 percent. 

(e) To recognize that decisions sometimes 
have to be made, at the top, on the basis of 
information that cannot be made available 
to the general public, 82.8 percent. 

(f) To avoid criticizing the administra
tion in power, 16.0 percent. 
. (g) To take pains to keep himself well 
informed on foreign policy and related prob• 
lems, 90.8 percent. 

(h) To take active part in world affairs as 
individuals and through churches, schools, 
societies and private organizations, 81.8 per
cent. 

(i) To take active part in community af
fairs, 89.8 percent. 

(j) To work at perfecting democracy at 
home, 84.6 percent. -

(k) To understand what policies are 
necessary and be willing to pay the price, 
73 .6 percent. 

Section II: Recommendations tor the practice 
· of U.S. jo1·eign policy 

2. Which of the following proposals, now 
being debated, are you willing to support 
and, if necessary, help pay for? (Check the 
proposals you favor; if you feel uncertain or 
t_hat you do not have enough information tO 
answer "yes" or "no," check "can't answer.") 

United States should encourage and help 
private enterprise to play a larger role in 
foreign investment. and economic develop
ment. (a) Yes, 50:4 percent; (b) no, 16.8 
percent; (c) can't answer, 32.8 percent. 

United States should place greater em
phasis o;n nonmilitary tools of foreign pol
icy-economic development, cultural ex
change, political cooperation, etc. (d) Yes, 
65 percent; (e) no, 2.9 percent; (f) can't 
answer, 12 .-1 percent. 

United States should make greater use of 
the U.N., wherever possible. (g) Yes, 82.8 per
cent; (h) no, 3.7 percent; (i) can't answer, 
13.5 percent. 
. DiP,lomatic pay and pre.requisites should 
be increased to permit career, professional 
diplomats to- serve i:n more posts. (j) Yes, 
66.8 percent; (k) no, 11.9 percent; (1) can't 
answer, 21.3 percent. 

There should be more initiative, imagina
tion and boldnes in the carrying out of u.s·. 
foreign policy than is the case at present. 
(m) Yes, 48.2 percent; (n) no, 8.8 percent; 
(o) can't answer, 43.0 percent. 
. . 3. (For the information of your commu
nity '"Great Decisions" leaders) What are 
your reactions to the "Gt:eat Decisions" pro
gram? 

(a) Interesting and informative, 86.6 per
cent. 
. (b) Too complicated and difficult, 5.4 per-
cent. · 

(c) Helped me see my opportunities and 
r.esponsibilities as a . citizen, 62.9 percent. 

(d) Taught me little I didn't know before, 
9.9. percent. . 
. (e) Will make it easier for me to under
stand future news developments, 74.2 per
cent. 

(f) Helped me change my mind on some 
issues, 50.1 percent. 

(g) Had no effect on my attitudes or opin
ions, 4.0 percent. 

(h) Worth participating in next year, 89.3 
percent. 

GROWING MENACE OF MAIL 
ORDER OBSCENITY 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I am 
deeply impressed by the content of a 
news release dated yesterday, May 25,· 
from Postmaster General Arthur E. 
Summerfield, on the subject of the grow
ing menace of mail-order obscenity. 
· I commend Mr. Summerfield for his 
vigorous and forthright action to bring 
to an end the use of the U.S. mail 
service in the distribution of mail 
containing obscenity and pornography. 

Mr. President, it is indeed unfortunate 
that there are· those who invade the 
privilege of secrecy of the mail for 

schemes to degrade the morals of young 
America. 

I vigorously and sincerely call to the 
attention of the press, radio, TV, and 
other news media in Ohio and in every 
other State throughout our country this 
important release by Mr. Summerfield, 
that they may give it complete and ade
quate coverage, in order that every par
ent in every home may be alerted to 
give adequate and full cooperation. 

Mr. President, wholehearted adher
ence to the suggestions made by Mr. 
Summerfield will be a great step toward 
stamp~ng out a great evil which threat
ens to engulf and destroy the morals of 
our youth. 

Parents should observe every piece of 
mail received by their children, no mat
ter how innocent it may appear on the 
surface, for it is under complete disguise 
that these monsters of evil and debasing 
influence seek to operate. I call upon 
the citizens of Ohio ·and of all the other 
States, and especially the parents, to 
heed the request of the Postmaster 
General, and to save any material that 
comes in the mail, that seems to have 
a demoralizing e1fect upon youth, .and 
forward it to the Postmaster General. 

Mr . . President, I ask unaninious con
sent that the complete release made by 
Postmaster General Summerfield on this
subject be inserted at ·this point in the 
RECORD, as a · pa1·t of my :r:emarks. . 
_ There being no objection, the release 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
GROWING MENACE OF . MAIL ORDER 0BSCEN-· 

ITY-SMU'l' MERCHANTS CONCENTRATE ON 
CHILDREN-FILTH SALES ToP HALF-BILLION 
DoLLARS-POSTMASTER GENERAL DECLARES 
WAR ON RACKET-NATION'S PARENTS ARE 
KEY TO EFFECTIVE ACTION 

WHAT· IS THE MAIL ORDER OBSCENITY RACKET? 

.. The vile racket that . traffics in obsc.enity 
and pornography by mail has now reached 
a sales level estimated at more than a half 
billion dollars a year. 

Relying on the historic sanctity of first
class mail in the United States, and liberal 
court interpretations of what constitutes 
obscenity, peddlers of filth can reach into 
virtually every home in America. 

This is a matter of growing concern espe
cially to American parents because teen
agers and even grade-school boys · and girls 
are becoming the principal targets of these 
racketeers. 

The Post Office Department, which is re
sponsible for enforcing the laws against 
transmitting indecent literature and film 
through the mail, estimates that merchants 
of filth will double the scope of their al
ready extensive operations over the next 4 
years unless parents and the decent-minded 
public join in a determined campaign to 
stamp out this racket. 

Postmaster General Arthur E. Summer
field · has emphasized that the absolute 
privacy of the mail is a basic American 
right, and that the Post Office Department 
cannot, and will not, violate this right, 
even when it has strong evidence that the 
mail is being used for unlawful purposes. 

The Post Office Department, therefore, 
must rely on the complaints of an alert 
citizenry-of people into whose homes solici
tation material is sent--to take action against 
the purveyors of mail order obscenity. 
ANTIQUATED LAWS AND LIBERAL COURT INTERPRE• 

TATIONS A HANDICAP 

Until August of 1958, however, an addi
tional handicap was placed on the Post Office 
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Department. Obscenity laws had shackled 
the Government by permitting it to prose-· 
cute only at the point of origin of the mail. 
This meant that court actions were taken 
primarily in New York and Los Angeles, 
where interpretations of what is obscene or 
pornographic are much different from those 
in the average American community. 

In recent years, the Post Office Department 
had urged Congress to amend the law so that 
prosecutions could take place where the 
obscene material was received, where the 
actual damage was being done, and where 
citizens would have an opportunity to ex
press their standards of morality and de
cency. This amendment was enacted, and 
signed into law by President Eisenhower, in 
August of 1958. 

Taking advantage of the new legislation, 
the Post Office Department during the past 
year has completed approximately 14,000 
separate investigations, almost two-thirds of 
them based on complaints from American 
parents whose children received lewd solici
tations for sales of obscene materials through 
the mails. 
NO YOUNGSTER IS SAFE FROM SOLICITATION BY 

MERCHANTS OF FILTH 

A child need not have indicated any inter
est in this trash to receive it in the mail. 
The racketeers openly solicit every young 
person whose name they can obtain, whether 
through the purchase of mailing lists, study 
of school classbooks, or through the use of 
fake business fronts. Postmaster General 
Summerfield says the Post Office Department 
has thousands of letters from indignant par
ents whose children received unsolicited 
obscene material soon after answering an 
advertisement to purchase some innocent 
item such as a baseball bat or a toy auto
mobile, or whose names were obtained be
cause they had joineq. a youth club or social 
group. . 

In a ;recent raid by the postal inspectors 
in New York City on just one dealer in por
nography, 17 tons of highly obscene printed 
and filmed materials were confiscated, as well 
as mailing lists containing the names of 
thousands of high school graduates culled 
out of high school yearbooks. 

The Post Office Department estimates that 
between 700,000 and a million children in 
American homes will receive unsolicited ob
scene and pornographic literature through 
the mails this year. 
POSTMASTER GENERAL URGES CONCERTED ACTION 

In testifying before Congress recently, 
Postmaster General Summerfield said: 

"Ruthless mail order merchants in filth are 
violating the homes of the Nation in defiance 
of the National Government. They are 
callously dumping into the hands of our 
children, through our mailboxes at home, 
unordered lewd material, as well as samples 
soliciting the sale of even more objectionable 
pictures, slides, filxns and related filth. Un
questionably, these large, defiant barons of 
obscenity are contributing to the alarming 
increase in juvenile delinquency, as many 
noted authorities have publicly observed on 
repeated occasion." 

Rep~atedly, in the investigations of armed 
robbery, extortion, embezzlement and forg
ery, authorities find that those guilty of the 
crimes were early collectors of obscene pic
tures and films. 

Authorities also point out that sex crimi
nals and sex murderers almost always prove 
to have a long record of addiction to porno
graphic and sadistic material. Children 
who are never exposed to this material, it is 
noted, may nevertheless be victixns of sex 
criminals who have been exposed to it. 

In a. speech in Washington in May 1959, 
Postmaster General Summerfield said the 
Post Office has diligently tried to keep the 
mails clear of indecent materials. 

In the fiscal year of 1958, he stated, inves
tigations conducted by postal inspectors 

caused the arrest of 293 persons. The Post 
Office General Counsel issued 92 orders bar
ring use of the mails to dealers in por• 
nography. The arrests in 1958 were 45 per;. 
cent above the previous year, and-Mr. Sum
merfield predicted-will increase substan
tially ag~;~.in this year. 

With the weapon of the new legislation 
in hand, he declared, the Post Office is great
ly intensifying its campaign. 

"We are, in effect," he said, "declaring war 
on these purveyors of filth, big and little, 
high and low. 

"We are launching an intense and unre
lenting effort to stop this monstrous assault 
on the Nation's children in every way 
possible. 

"And we are confident that, with adequate 
public and legislative support, this job can 
be done." 

FOURFOLD PROGRAM OF COOPERATION 

To achieve this cooperation, the fourfold 
Post Office program is: 

1. Drawing maximum public attention to 
the menace of this racket; 

2. Urging parents to help apprehend the 
mailers of filth to their children; 

3. Helping mobilize community support 
behind adequate law enforcement of local 
ordinances or State laws when these purvey
ors are apprehended and brought to court; 

4. Rallying public opinion behind new and 
stiffer legislation on obscenity. 

PARENTS OF AMERICA ARE KEY TO EFFECTIVE 
ACTION AGAINST THIS RACKET 

Parents into whose homes obscene ma
terial is mailed are urged to take these two 
simple steps: 

1. Save all materials received, including 
the envelope and all enclosures; and 

2. Report the matter immediately to the 
local postmaster, and turn the materials over 
to him, either in person or by mail. 

Postal inspectors stand ready to take ac
tion when evidence is received anywhere 
that the laws applying to the mailing of 
pornographic material have been violated. 

The Congress has shown deep concern over 
this problem, and special committees are 
currently giving it serious and purposeful 
study. 

In increasing numbers of communities 
throughout the country, parents, various or
ganizations, civic groups, newspaper publish
ers and others are working together in de
termined efforts to help meet the racketeers' 
challenge. 

By supporting and aiding the Post Office, 
and backing up Members of Congress and 
local officials who are fighting to stamp out 
this evil, they can look to the real success 
that is vital to the Nation's moral fiber and 
future welfare. 

WITHDRAWAL OF THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT FROM INVESTIGA
TION OF THE PARKER LYNCHING 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the 

withdrawal of the Federal Government, 
through its agency of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, from the Mack Charles 
Parker lynching case, because of lack of 
legal authority and jurisdiction, unfor
tunately most emphatically and point
edly demonstrates the need for imme
diate action by Congress for the enact
ment of legislation which will clearly and 
unmistakably give to the Federal Gov
ernment full powers of both investigation 
and prosecution in cases of this nature. 

I am not speaking in defense of any 
~ong act which may have been perpe
trated by Mack Charles Parker. Had he 
been found guilty after having been fairly 
tried, full sentence as provided by law 

should have been executed. But for a 
mob to first break into a prison and seize 
a human being from the protective.cus
tody of justice, then to torture and maim 
him, and finally to slay him, is such a 
fiagrant mockery of justice that the Na
tion cannot and should not stand idly by. 

In my opinion, the lynching of a hu
man being on the basis of race or re
ligion is a matter not only of State but 
also of National concern. We cannot on 
a National basis continue to close our 
eye.: and look the other way when such 
grave obstructions of justice occur. , 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation 
undoubtedly is on sound legal ground 
when it states that, under present law, 
since no Federal offense was committed, 
it is without legal authority to use its 
investigators to apprehend the guilty and 
to present them for trial. 

There is no question that justice will be 
better served if an adequate law dealing 
with lynching and the right of the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation to act is 
promptly passed by this Congress. 

FOUNDING OF THE ELEANOR ROOS
EVELT INSTITUTE FOR CANCER 
RESEARCH AT THE AMERICAN 
MEDICAL CENTER 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, the 

name of Eleanor Roosevelt has become 
synonymous in our time with humani
tarianism and good deeds. As the name 
of her illustrious husband is forever as
sociated with the conquest of infantile 
paralysis, so the name of Mrs. Roosevelt 
may in the future be linked with the 
possible conquering of an even more for
midable medical problem-that of con
cer. 

In New York City, on May 23, 1959, 
occurred the founders' dinner of the 
Eleanor Roosevelt Institute for Cancer 
Research at the American Medical Cen
ter in Denver, Colo. Of course, Mrs. 
Roosevelt herself was the guest of honor. 
Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge, head of 
our mission to the United Nations, and 
I were the speakers. Miss Faye Emer
son, a member of the Roosevelt family, 
was mistress of ceremonies. Represent
ative JAMES ROOSEVELT and Miss Marian 
Anderson, the gifted singer, appeared 
briefiy on the program, as did Jerry 
Lewis, the noted comedian. 

Since 1904 the American Medical Cen
ter has played an active part in the 
gradual solving of the grim dilemma of 
tuberculosis. Now that this disease has 
yielded in substantial measure to anti
biotics and to improved techniques in 
chest surgery, cancer is a logical goal of 
study for the talented 1·esearchers and 
dedicated scientists on the staff of the 
American Medical Center. Indeed, a 
special honor award was presented May 
23 to Philip and Gussie Diamond of New 
York, who were among the original ben
efactors of the American Medical Center 
some 55 years ago. 

It was a high privilege for me to par
ticipate in a banquet attended by 1,200 
people, which paid tribute to that illus
trious woman whose sympathy for the 
oppressed 1s so genuine and so endur
ing-Eleanor Roosevelt. Ambassador 
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Lodge made a most moving address 
which described the esteem in which 
-Mrs. Roosevelt is held at the U.N. Mar
ian Anderson heralded Mrs. Roosevelt's 
innate simplicity and goodness. I 
praised the enlightenment of scientists 
who, in honor of Mrs. Roosevelt, were 
turning from tuberculosis to the greater 
and more urgent cause of cancer. JAMES 
RoosEVELT, son of the guest of honor, ex
pressed the gratitude of the entire Roos
evelt family to those whose financial 
generosity is making possible this heroic 
undertaking in the field of science and 
medicine. 

Messages of approval and good wishes 
were received from President Dwight D. 
Eisenhower, Vice President Richard M. 
Nixon, Gov. Nelson A. Rockefeller, 
Mayor Robert F. Wagner, National Dem
ocratic Chairman Paul M. Butler, Sen
ator Jacob K. Javits, Senator Kenneth 
Keating, and many others. 

Inasmuch as the Vice President is 
presently the occupant of the chair, I 
desire to digress briefly from my pre
pared remarks to point out that I think 
one of the principal highlights of good 
humor during the evening occurred 
when the Vice President's message was 
read. In this message he pointed out 
that although he and Mrs. Nixon had 
traveled throughout the world, whenever 
he was in a country, be it remote or well 
known, he always learned that Mrs. 
Eleanor Roosevelt had been there be
fore them. 

Mrs. Roosevelt herself spoke only 
briefly. Yet, as usual, she was succinct 
and in perfect taste. She said the cause 
was crucially important, and it was this 
compelling cause-namely, freeing man
kind from the menace and fear of can
cer-which had prompted her for . the 
first time to lend her name to an organi
zation of this kind. 
· Mr. President, all possible approaches 
and e:IIorts must be combined in the 
study of the causes and possible cures of 
cancer. This means cooperation among 
private groups such as the American 
Cancer Society, the Sloan-Kettering In
stitute, the Damon Runyon Cancer Me
morial Fund, and the soon-to-be-begun 
Eleanor Roosevelt Institute for Cancer 
Research. It also means increased Fed
eral support for the National Cancer 
Institute, which is part of the National 
Institutes of Health, and which sponsors 
some 73 percent of all cancer research 
in this country. 
· I think my colleagues will be interested 
to learn, incidentally, that the new 
institute at Denver honors Mrs. Roosevelt 
during her 75th birthday year. This re
markable woman, still full of vitality and 
energy, will be 75 in the fall. We sore
gard Mrs. Roosevelt as indestructible 
that none of us ever thinks of her as be
coming older-like ordinary human be
ings. She is in a class by herself, as we 
all realize. Ambassador Lodge said that 
her reputation in the world-the love 
and a:IIection in which she is held-are 
assets to the United States. 

Some people may wonder if all this 
research in the field of cancer will do the 
job, will make a breakthrough to rescue 
mankind from such a scourge. I only 
can give the answer written in the New 

York Times of February 22, 1959, by its 
eminent medical editor, Dr. Howard A. 
Rusk. He wrote: 

When will the scientific breakthrough 
come to solve the riddle of cancer? Tomorrow 
or in the indefinite future. 

No one knows. What we do know, how
ever, is tpat the more scientists who are at 
work on the problem in laboratories all over 
the world the greater are the odds for solu
tion, and the quicker that solution will come. 

I subscribe thoroughly to Dr. Rusk's 
attitude on this crucial matter. Who 
knows? Perhaps some scientist, working 
in the laboratories of the new Eleanor 
Roosevelt Institute for Cancer Research, 
at Denver in the foothills of the majestic 
Rockies, may participate in that eventful 
and epochal breakthrough. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to conclude my remarks with a very 
brief statement prepared by Eleanor 
Roosevelt herself, in describing the 
reasons why she has lent her illustrious 
name to the Eleanor Roosevelt Institute 
for Cancer Research, at the American 
Medical Center in Denver, Colo. 

I also ask unanimous consent, Mr. 
President, to include in the CoNGREs
SIONAL RECORD a document which is per
tinent and timely to both public and 
private undertakings in the field of can
cer research. This is an interview from 
the May 25 issue of U.S. News & World 
Report with Dr. John R. Heller, the 
eminent Director of the National Cancer 
Institute. In this interview, Dr. Heller 
emphasizes that, because of medical re
search, an increasing number of cancer 
patients are being saved and cured, but 
that much still remains to be learned be
fore cancer can, in any sense of the word, 
be regarded as a disease that has widely 
responded to successful treatment. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STATEMENT BY MRS. ELEANOR ROOSEVELT 

This hospital and research institute is 
closing a gap in the cancer field which needs 
serious study. There are all too few facili
ties in our country which can combine out
patient and hospital care of cancer victims 
with both clinical and basic research tied 
together. 

I have in the past refused to give my 
name to any institution in this country. 
This Institute, however, will serve such a 
vital purpose that I have consented to make 
an exception in this single instance. The 
Institute can be of the greatest value for the 
estimated 40 million Americans now alive 
who will be stricken by cancer. 

I hope that eventually this Institute will 
be able to broaden its scope to help cancer 
research in ot her countries. In this way it 
can make a profound contribution to the 
healt h and peace of the ent ire world. 

[From the U.S. News & World Report, May 
25, 1959] 

IF You' RE WORRIED ABOUT CANCER-ADVICE 
FROM AN AUTHORITY 

(Interview with Dr. John R. Heller, Director, 
National Cancer Institute, U.S. Public 
Health Service) 
Question. Dr. Heller, is cancer a growing 

threat, or does it just seem to be that way 
because of the prominence of people suffer
ing from cancer? 

Answer. I think cancer continues to be a. 
growing threat because the population is 
greater and more of us are growing to the 

older ages where cancer strikes oftenest. 
However, better diagnosis, better under
standing on the part of the medical profes
sion, a growing alertness on the part of in
dividuals make it seem that we are having 
more cancer. 

Question. Would this be true of all types 
of cancer? 

Answer. Lung cancer is on the increase. 
I don't think there is any doubt about that. 
Other cancers-for example, stomach can
cer-definitely are on the decrease. And 
some other rarer forms of cancer are decreas
ing in occurrence. Lung cancer and cancer 
of the gastrointestinal system are the ones 
which we fear most from the standpoint of 
their occurrence and, of course, dangerous to 
our population. 

Question. Why are we more concerned 
about those';' 

Answer. Well, for one thing, the outlook 
is rather grim with lung cancer and, despite 
the decreasing amount of stomach cancer, 
the outlook is rather grim with stomach can
cer, too, primarily because these sites are in
accessible and we cannot diagnose them early 
enough. 

Question. What advice would you give to 
people who are concerned about these and 
other forms of cancer? 

Answer. I think one of the first things 
that any person ought to do is to go to his 
physician or his clinic for regular checkups. 

Question. Is there something that an in
dividual should look for-any telltale signs? 

Answer. Yes. There are a number of 
signs and symptoms which an individual 
can watch out for-such things as a lump 
that doesn't go down, a sore that doesn't 
heal,. bleeding for which there is no expla,na
tion, unexplained changes in bowel habits, 
or persistent hoarseness. Those are the sort 
of things that an individual, when con
fronted with them, should at least promptly 
have looked into. · 

Question. For the individual concerned 
about lung cancer, it there anything special 
he should do? 

Answer. An individual who is 45 years of 
age and over-and certainly one who is a 
heavy user of cigarettes-should have his 
physician check his chest by an X-ray and by 
physical examination, I would say, at least 
every 6 months. 

Question. Would this be everybody? 
Answer. Most anyone over 45, and cer

tainly men over 45, whether you smoke or 
not, because lung cancer will attack men who 
don't smoke. However, most of the men who 
have lung cancer are those who are heavy 
cigarette smokers. 

Question. Is it pretty well accepted now 
scientifically that cigarette smoking is a 
cause of lung cancer? 

Answer. I would say that it is. I think 
that most of the scientific data show that 
excessive use of cigarettes gives one a greater 
risk of acquiring lung cancer. 

Question. Do you think heavy smokers 
should cut down a bit? 

Answer. Well, that's my view. I think 
that, if a man is a heavy smoker, if he can't 
quit completely, he ought to cut down as 
much as he can. And the best thing to do, 
I think, is to cut it out if he can-if he 
:feels that he can give up the habit. 

Question. For cancer in general, is there 
anything a person can do to double-check 
on all these warning signs? 

Answer. An individual, first of all, has 
to watch his own body physiology and watch 
his skin and watch for the things which 
may mean cancer. If there is something 
that doesn't seem quite right to him, then 
I think that he should promptly go to his 
physician. 

Question. And even though he has no 
symptoms, he should still go regularly for 
a checkui>? 

Answer. By all means. 
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Question. What should the checkup in

clude? 
Answer. The average physician in his of

fices has enough tools to do a good physical 
examination. It means that the physician is 
able to check the systems of the body which 
he knows from experience are most likely to 
be invaded by cancer. 

By inspection and palpation and listening 
to the chest and the heart and giving as 
thorough an examination as he knows how
and they're pretty good-I think that most 
of the cancers that will be present can be 
picked up. 

Question. Is the outlook improved now for 
the successful treatment of cancer? 

Answer. I think it is. Certainly, the 
chances of getting well from given cancers 
are improving all the time, and, despite the 
rather dull tools we may have for some 
cancers, nevertheless, witl: better preopera
tive management, postoperative manage
ment, better understanding of anesthesi
ology and all of the general care of the pa
tient, the outlook is better. 

Around the turn of the century, maybe 
1 out of 20 was being saved. Then, 6 or 8 
years ago, it was one out of four. Now it is 
one out of three. With the tools now avail
able we should be able to save one out of 
two. 

And, while some people don't like odds 
like that-well, neither do we-nevertheless, 
it is so much better than it used to be that 
I have every reason to believe that we will 
improve them all along-"we" being the 
scientists and the medical profession. 

Question. What types of cancer are yield
ing best to treatment? 

A. I would say that the lower-bowel can
cers are yielding best to surgery, and cancer 
of the thyroid now yields very well to surgery 
and other treatment. Most of the cancers 
that are accesslble-certainly cancer of the 
reproductive organs of the female-are better 
treated and better handled now than ever 
before. 
· Question. These, then-the more com
mon types-are really the ones that are doing 
the best-that is, we're getting the best re
sults, with the exception of lung cancer? 

Answer. That's right. The ones that have 
been killers in the past now are beginning 
to yield, and, of course, I think that's grati
fying, because, if we can cut out the big 
killers, then we can get after all the rest of 
them. 

The only one that has us really worried is 
carcinoma of the lung, which is mounting in 
occurrence. Of course, it's pretty rough to 
do anything with cancer of the lung unless 
it's picked up very, very early. 

Question. How soon could cures for most 
of the common types of cancer be expected? 

Answer. Well, that's a "toughy." I don't 
know. It would depend entirely on the can
cer. Of course, if you can get a cancer that 
you know is a very early one and very 
promptly excise it, then I think you can ex
pect almost a 100 percent cure. The trouble 
of it is that so frequently cancers which ap
pear to be small already have spread to 
other parts of the body and one simply does 
not know it. The surgeon is reluctant or 
hesitant to say whether or not a cure might 
be effected in that particular instance. 

Question. But for, say, lung cancer and 
stomach cancer, which are common among 
men, and for breast cancer among women, 
you don't see any immediate cures? 

Answer. No, I don't. I wish I could say 
tomorrow or the next day, but I think, while 
the mortality rate probably will go down-! 
hope steadily-it won't go down fast. Never
theless, I don't see anything right around 
the corner which could be construed as be
ing excessively hopeful or favorable. 

Question. Are there any chemical ap
proaches that look very promising? 

Answer. Well, in the chemical-therapy 
programs generally there are some drugs 
which look to be very good, but nothing that 

is the answer to all our prayers, or a miracle 
drug for cancer, yet. I think we have more 
and better compounds for treatment of far 
advanced cancer all the time, but still we 
don't have the ones we'd like to have. I hope 
we have them sometime in the future. 

THE FARM SURPLUS MESS 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, one of 

the gratifying developments of this ses
sion has been the growing realization on 
the part of people all over the country 
that something positive must be done 
about the problem of mounting farm sur
pluses. This is a theme Secretary of 
Agriculture Benson, responsible farm 
groups like the American Farm Bureau, 
and other knowledgeable people have 
been pounding away on for years, but 
with little success. 

However, in the past few months, par
ticularly, strong additional voices have 
been raised to object to the present lu
dicrous farm-support program. Already 
some small, hesitating steps have been 
taken by Congress in the right direction. 
There are signs that we are slowly, but 
surely, moving toward the day when the 
Government will be of! the backs of our 
farmers and they will be free to run their 
own operations. 

While farmers have special and unique 
problems which merit Federal help, we 
must press for means to return to private 
initiative and free enterprise competition 
the activities of our agricultural commu
nity. In this connection, I commend to 
the close attention of this body a recent 
editorial in the Christian Science Moni
tor, which makes sound, common sense 
comments on the farm surplus mess. I 
ask unanimous consent to have it printed 
in the RECORD following my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Christian Science Monitor, 
May 22, 1959] 

PILING SURPLUS ON SURPLUS 

Congress is showing greater concern about 
crop surpluses. But it does not yet appear 
ready to abandon its strange policy of pro
moting more surpluses by offering farmers 
incentives to produce ever larger crops. In
stead it is seeking to push disposal of sur
pluses-even through the drastic means of 
"dumping" in foreign markets. That would 
be the effect of plans tentatively approved 
in the House of Representatives. 

Already the Government is seeking through 
school lunches, through various channels of 
foreign aid, and through careful sales to cut 
down its stocks of food crops. Under the 
Surplus Disposal Act of 1954 shipments 
abroad now total roughly $7 billion. In all 
such disposal plans the Government takes a 
loss, for the stocks are either given away or 
sold well below the support price level at 
which it took them over. 

Despite all these efforts, surpluses have 
continued to mount. They are now valued 
at roughly $9 billion. President Eisenhower 
pointed out the other day that by next year 
the Government will hold $3V2 billion worth 
of wheat alone, 2V2 times the Nation's annual 
food needs. Carrying charges and losses on 
the surpluses are running around $1 billion 
a year. The piling of surpluses on surpluses 
becomes yearly more ridiculous. So pres
sures are mounting for somehow reducing 
this too obvious evidence of a policy's failure. 
There has even been talk of burning wheat. 

Burning is only a. notch or two more 
desperate than "dumping." 

Would it not be far more reasonaole to 
ta.ckle the surplus problem at the other end 
primarily? This would entail reducing the 
incent~ves to overproduction now provided 
by price supports. Both Houses of Congress 
are now toying with plans to grant price 
supports only on reduced acreage. This is 
supposed to reduce production. But acre
age limits have not had that effect-for 
farmers simply increase the per-acre yield. 
To be effective the limits will have to be 
applied to production itself--or to really 
sharp . cuts in price supports. 

The price support program was first in
tended to insure wartime supplies, then to 
cushion somewhat the hardships of small 
farmers hit by the industrial revolution on 
the farm. But most of the aid goes into the 
hands of big operators who can make a 
profit at prices well below the support figure. 
An effort to change this by limiting pay
ments to any farmer for a single crop to 
$50,000 has just failed in the House. 

As the program now operates, it makes 
about as much sense as if Congress had 
tried to keep small motorcar makers in 
business by buying up cars at a fixed price 
that would cover their production costs. 
The more efficient companies would keep 
their prices up to that level and produce 
surpluses. These the Government would 
buy and "dump" abroad-at a loss. Mean
while consumers at home would have to 
pay the artificial price and most of the 
small makers would find they couldn't com
pete anyhow. How long would the public 
stand for that? 

The farmer has special problems-such as 
weather uncertainties-and deserves special 
help. But the plans to help agriculture 
have become very nearly as unEupportable 
as this hypothetical one for another hard 
hit industry. 

SEVENTY-FIFTH BIRTHDAY OF 
SENATOR WILEY 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, to
day is the 75th birthday anniversary 
of my colleague, the senior Senator from 
Wisconsin, ALEXANDER WILEY. For my 
wife and myself, I wish him a very happy 
birthday, and the fervent wish that 
he may celebrate many more. My col
league has now served our State long
er than any U.S. Senator in history, 
longer than either of the great La Fol
lettes or any other man. He is a fine, 
warm, mellow, jovial, and very human 
man. He is a man with an unusually 
spiritual character, is firm in his reli
gious faith, and devoted to his very 
charming wife. The remarkable length 
of his service in this body from a Wis
consin which has become famous for its 
rugged independence and disregard of 
partisan affiliation speaks eloquently for 
the warm and affectionate regard in 
which ALEXANDER WILEY is held by the 
people of our State. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New York. . 

Mr. KEATING. I desire to join with 
the junior Senator from Wisconsin in ex
tending best wishes to our colleague, 
Senator WILEY, on his natal day. 

I think it is a fine gesture on the part 
of the junior Senator from Wisconsin to 
call our attention to this anniversary. 
I know that those who serve with ALEC 
WILEY enjoy that service, benefit from 
it, and hope that he will be here for many 
years to come to continue to serve with 
us. 
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Mr. PROXMffiE. I thank the Senator 
from New York for his gracious state
ment. 
- The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEU• 
BERGER in the chair). The present occu
pant of the chair would like to join 
l;>riefly in the good wishes and congrat
ulations extended to the senior Senator 
from Wisconsin upon his 75th birthday. 
Few Senators are more popular or more 
enlightened, or deserve their enviable 
status more than ALEXANDER WILEY. We 
also honor the charming Mrs. Dorothy 
Wiley. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the distin
guished Presiding Officer, the junior 
Senator from Oregon. 

LETTER FROM WALLIS WILDE TO 
HER GRANDFATHER, SENATOR 
WILEY, ON HIS 75TH BIRTHDAY 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, when a 
man arrives at the age of 75, after 20 
years in the Senate, he has a growing 
appreciation of the new values in life. 
I say ''new," yet they are as old as man. 

Today I received a letter from my 
granddaughter, Wallis Wilde, who is 16 
years of age, and task that it be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MAY 20, 1959. 
DEAR GRAMP: Congratulations and best 

wishes on this, your 75th birthday. We are 
all so proud of you: not only because of the 
fine job you are doing for your country, but 
because you are a self-made man. 

Looking back over 75 wond,erful years, you 
must be filled with a sense of gratification. 
You have four fine children: Betty, a com
petent teacher; Marshall, a lawyer and fam
ily man; Rosemary, a mother of two bright 
boys; and our Mom, a busy wife with four 
children. You have been a successful 
father, both in providing for your children, 
and in imbuing them with the proper values 
and standards. 

As a Senator of Wisconsin, you have done 
many things for our State and for the in
dividual citizens. The St. Lawrence Seaway, 
which will allow the lifeblood of Milwaukee 
to be enriched, and which will bring in
creased prosperity and new industries to this 
growing State, was built largely through your 
diligent legislative efforts. Each of us will 
be able to show our children the Wiley-Don
dero lock, and say, "This was named. after my 
grandfather. He was a wonderful man." 

You are an inspiration to those who aspire 
to great things. You have proved the Amer
ican dream. You have done your part in 
building a better America. 

You have had a good life. And now you 
are fortunate enough to have Dorothy to 
share it with you. Happy birthday, Gramp. 
And I'm sure your vigor and enthusiasm for 
living will inspire · me to write another of 
these lengthy epistles when you reach the 
ripe old age of 100. 

Love, 
WALLIS. 

SUPPORT FOR MANSFIELD PRO
POSAL FOR REEVALUATION OF 
FOREIGN AID 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
assistant majority leader, the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], has 
proposed a drastic reevaluation by the 
Congress of foreign aid. I wholeheart-

edly agree with the Senator from Mon• Japan, -rapidly. returning to the status of 
tana that such a reevaluation is desir- a major power. 
able. I commend him for having pro-· These are nations that were prostrate 

when war ended in 1945. They had barely 
posed it. begun to stir by 1948, when an idea dawned 

Few can appreciate how dramatically and America entered upon a venture that 
and suddenly the world has been today has become the greatest success of the 
changed through foreign aid, and per- modern world. The idea was that of u.s. 
haps fewer still how this striking change aid, amounting to billions of dollars each· 
has itself drastically altered the basis year, to help get the world back on its feet. 
for these very foreign aid poliices. As aid from Government took hold, private 

. enterprise moved in. 
The current-June 1-Issue of U.S. The results facts disclose have been 

News & World Report carries an article , startling beyo~d the dreams bf -those who· 
on foreign aid entitled "The World's Big- conceived the idea. In fact, the results are 
gest Success Story." This is a happily so startling that nations on the edge of ruin 
appropriate title; but the article does not barely 10 years ago today a~e challenging the 
imply that policies which have led to a United States for leadership in many mar-
smashing success are now appropriate· kets of the world. . . 

. ' When stock was taken 1n recent days, 1t 
far f r om It. ' was disclosed how an idea had remade much 

The article reports . that in Western of the world. 
Eur ope, American foreign aid helped 
build an economy that is rapidly be
coming approximately the same size as 
our own; and that is rushing toward a 
parity of productivity, and even a parity 
of living standards, with ours. In West 
Ger many, France, Italy, and Britain, the 
economy has leaped in . a dozen 
years from war-ravaged desolation to a 
strength that can only be appreciated 
in terms of their concrete achievements. 

Last year West Europe produced more 
steel than the United States did. This 
year it will produce more than 4 million 
passenger cars. This brings it within 
striking distance of America's distinctive 
pride and joy product, the automobile. 
Last year Europe constructed 1.9 million 
dwellings, far more than we did. 

This comeback is not confined to Eu
rope. Japan, too, has become a thriv
ing industrial giant, with steel produc
tion double that of the prewar period, and 
exports are triple their prewar value. 

Mr. President, when it is recognized 
that in the first quarter of this year we 
bought from abroad very nearly as much 
as we sold, that in addition we are bear
ing the brunt of the defense of the free 
world, paying far more of our national 
income than our friends and allies, and 
our troops are spending billions abroad; 
that in addition to all this we are invest
ing billions of American private capital 
abroad and a vast amount of aid dol
lars-when we recognize this, Mr. Presi
dent, is it not appropriate that we take 
the kind of long, hard, thoughtful look 
at our foreign aid program the Senator 
from Montana has suggested? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article in U.S. News & 
World Report entitled "The World's Big
gest Success Story" be printed in the 
RECORD following these remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
_as follows: 

THE WORLD'S BIGGEST SUCCESS STORY 

(Reported from Washington, London, Paris, 
Bonn, Tokyo) 

The world's greatest success story, lost in 
the confusion of a cold war, now can be 
written. This is the story of an idea that, 
in about 10 years, has brought much of the 
world from war and disaster to strength and 
prosperity. 

If Mr. Eisenhower meetS with Nikita 
Khrushchev this summer, the President will 
be the leader of a group of strong and con
fident nations of Western Europe. On his 
side, too, will be a restored and thriving 

THREE KINDS OF HELP 

Here is what the facts show: 
Govez-nment aid: People of this country, 

through their Government, in the years 
since 1946 have provided $74.2 billion in 
gifts and loans to other countries. Of this 
amount, $59.2 billion has been in the form 
of outright gifts. 

These dollars went far to set up in busi
ness again the war-ruined countries o~ 
Western Europe and Japan. 

Private aid: Individuals of United States, 
through the CARE relief organization and 
through their own donations, gave $6.7 bil
lion. These all were gifts that did much to 
feed and clothe destitute peoples during the 
days after the war. 

· Added to Government aid and loans, the 
total that went from United States to help 
get the world back on its feet reached $80.9 
billion. 

Private investment: As the non-Commu
nist world recovered, private industry dis
covered opportunities and began to invest 
on a growing scale in enterprises abroad. 
In years since the war, American business
men have invested more than $27 billion 
outside this country. The scale of invest
ment now is growing as more and more 
companies see overseas markets mushroom
ing in size. 

Add private investment to private gifts and 
to Government gifts and loans, and you get 
a total of $107.9 blllion. Those are gifts 
and loans and private investments on a 
scale never before dreamed of in this world. 

THE SOVIET RECORD 

And how does the total of U.S. help com
pare with the gifts, loans, and investments 
of Russia? 

The Soviet total on a comparable basis 
over the same period amounted to $2.4 bil
lion. Americans, as individuals, gave to their 
friends abroad more than twice as much as 
Russia provided in loans to the nations it 
dealt with. 

Russia has made available in loans, gifts, 
and investments little more than one-fiftieth 
as much as has America. 

At this point, there enters a whole new 
phase of the success story. 

In all reports on Soviet activity outside 
Russia, the purchases by Soviet Russia of 
foreign goods are added to loans made 
abroad, and tl1e total is referred to as Soviet 
"aid." By that definition of "aid," Russia 
has made available to the outside world 
about $30 billion in postwar years, if the 
ruble is valued at 4 to the U.S. dollar. 

Apply the same definition to American 
aid, and the total becomes staggering. · The 
United States, through purchases· abroad, 
has made available $190 billion i'n postwar 
years. Add that ·sum to the $107.9 billion 
in gifts and loans and private investments, 
and the total becomes $297.9 billion. 

The comparison: SoViet Russia, $30 bil· 
lions; United States; $297.9 billions. 
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If there Is a contest between Soviet Russia 

and United States to see which can provide 
the o'J4tside world with the most purchasing 
power,· in rubles or In dollars, then the 
United States has won hands down. 

WHERE THE MONEY WENT 

What has the outside world done with its 
$297.9 billion? 

The facts show this: Of the total $275 bil
lion went to buy goods and services. Those 
dollars have rebuilt industries and cities. 
They have been used to purchase the latest 
in American machinery and to acquire the 
highest skills with which to make industry 
abroad fully competitive with American in
dustry. At the same time, nations receiving 
the billions have used $11 billion to add to 
their financial reserves in gold and dollars. 
Remaining billions have gone for many other 
purposes. 

Today, more and more high ofticials of the 
U.S. Government are beginning to wonder if 
the great success that Americans brought to 
their foreign friends isn't actually too great 
for comfort. 

West Germany, a heap of rubble 10 years 
ago, now is crowding American industry in 
competition for world markets. France has 
gone through a period of great economic 
growth. Instead of. asking for more aid from 
United states, France at this time is making 
payment on outstanding loans ahead of 
time. 

Great Britain, in this period, has modern
ized her industry and is holding her own in 
a highly competitive world. Italy has grown 
from an impoverished state into a thriving 
1ndustrial ·community. The Japan that was 
devastated by war is booming today--operat
ing at levels far higher than ever before. 

FROM ALLIES, A CHALLENGE 

So great has been the success of American 
plans to aid its friends that this country 
today finds. itself challenged by those it 
helped. As ofticials look around, they note 
this: 

The American dollaz<, once a proud cur
rency-the strongest in the world-now is 
selling at a discount in terms of some foreign 
currencies. Rumors in the financial centers 
of Europe are that the dollar may have to 
be revalued-depreciated in relation to gold. 
The dollar scarcity that alarmed planners 
not many years ago has been turned by U.S. 
generosity into a superabundance of dollars 
in Europe. 

Gold is flowing away from United States 
as some countries turn their immense re
serves of dollars into gold. Foreigners at this 
time hold claims to $12.7 billion of the $20.3 
billion of gold in the U.S. stockpile. If these 
foreigners ever exercise those claims, this 
country could find itself in a severe financial 
squeeze applied by those who enjoyed so 
much U.S. generosity. · 

Goods from abroad are coming into United 
States to capture more and more markets. 
The industry that United States spent bil
lions to revive and that U.S. industry helped 

·to teach efticient mass production is able 
now to undersell its teachers in a growing 
number of fields. 

A NARROWING GAP 

A glance at a few figures helps you to see 
how great has been the success of the U.S. 
effort to build up the outside world. 

In 1948. In that year, when this country 
began its program of large-scale aid to other 
nations, the U.S. bought from abroad $7.1 
billion worth of goods of all kinds. It sold 
$12.6 billion worth of goods abroad. Here 
was a gap of $5.5 billion. Gifts of dollat:s 
were designed to bridge that gap so that 
other countries would have the means to 
go on buying ln the United States. 

In 1959. It is now. 11 years later. In the 
first quarter of this year, United States 
bought from abroad- at an annual rate of 
$14.3 billion. That is double the .1948 rate. 

It sold abroad at an annual rate of $15.4 bil
lion. The gap had- narrowed to $1.1 billion. 
Aid. how~ver. continued to flow abroad in 
an amount exceeding $4 billion a year. In 
addition, bi-llions were spent by American 
troops stationed overseas. This meant that 
other countries are continuing to build up 
their dollar reserves at a rate of at least $3 
billion a year. 

PRODUCTION RACE 

The transformation can be looked at an
other way. 

West Europe: Not long ago the industry 
of West Europe was fiat on its back. Yet, 
in 1958, the industry of West Europe, pros
trate 10 years earlier, produced more steel 
than the United States produced and much 
more than the Soviet Empire produced. 
Last year, West Europe turned out 3.6 million 
passenger cars, and this year will produce 4 
million-within reach of last year's 
U.S. production. As many trucks are 
being produced in Europe as here. Europe's 
industry last year built 1.9 million new 
dwellings, or far more than the United States. 

West Europe today is beginning to rival 
America as an industrial power. 

Japan. When war ended, Japan was a 
shambles. Its industry was producing at 10 
percent of the prewar rate. Today it is pro
ducing at double the prewar rate. Exports 
have tripled their prewar value. Steel pro
duction has gone from a prewar rate of 6.8 
million tons to a level of 12.8 million tons. 

Japan, thanks in part to American aid, 
once more is a thriving industrial nation. 

FIGHT FOR MARKETS 

The industry abroad that American aid did 
so much to revive often is able now to under
sell the products of American industry both 
in this country and outside. 

New cars from Europe have crowded into 
American markets. Europe is underselling 
American producers of more and more kinds 
of machinery. Imports of iron and steel 
products are in a strong rise. The same is 
true of farm machinery and of many other 
types of manufactured and semimanufac
tured products. 

At the same time, U.S. industry is finding 
competition for markets keener. It has lost 
much of its overseas market for automobiles. 
The world looks to other than American pro
ducers for more and more types of manufac
tured products. American manufacturers 
discover, too, that many nations receiving 
aid from United States are keeping up their 
barriers against American products. 

LURE FOR CAPITAL 

So enticing is the prosperity of the world 
outside United States that American in
vestors are sending more than $3 billion of 
private capital abroad each year for invest
ment. A growing number of American com
panies are entering the foreign field, often 
to produce goods not only for markets abroad 
but for sale back in United States. 

All of this is part of the story of success 
that has grown from American generosity in 
postwar years. That generosity, in fact, has 
been so great that lt accounts, ln part, for 
the inflation within United States that is 
making it more difticult for this country to 
hold its competitive position in the world. 

Then there is another situation that is 
beginning to draw attention. 

In addition to supplying dollars of aid, the 
United States has undertaken the principal 
·burden of defense for the non-Communist 
world. 

People of this country are devoting more 
than 10 percent of their total effort to de
fense. American forces are in every corner 
of the non-Communist world wherever the~ 
presence helps to serve as a barrier to Com
munist penetration. Americans are assum
ing this burden with no apparent complaint. 

This eountry's allies-now -strong -tndus
trially-are not assuming equal burdens in 
the defense of the free world. 

Great Britain, next to United States, is 
shouldering the largest load proportionally, 
7.5 percent of her national effort. Then 
comes France, with 6.8 percent, and Canada, 
with 5.6 percent. West Germany is devoting 
3.4 percent to defense, and Japan a negligible 
proportion. 

America, in other words, fs seen by some 
officials to be the protector as well as the 
benefactor of a large part of the non-Com
munist world. 

CAN UNITED STATES KEEP ON? 

The question being raised is simply this: 
Has the United States undertaken to do more 
than it can do abroad and at home without 
weakening its currency and its competitive 
position in the world? In its desire to help 
others has this country reached a point 
where it might hurt itself? 

A stirring of interest in those questions is 
beginning to show itself in the U.S. Congress. 

Success that has grown from an idea of 
1948 may turn out to have been too great for 
America's comfort. · 

LIVING COSTS INCREASE, FOOD 
PRICES DECREASE 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
Associated Press recently reported that 
the cost of living is back to the highest 
level in history. 

The fact that prices did not break 
through the all-time record is as sig-:
nificant as the fact that living costs have 
moved up to tie it. 

The Associated Press called State and 
local taxes principal culprits in shoving 
the cost of living up. 

The farmer and his enormous and 
vehemently maligned productivity was 
responsible for keeping the cost of liv
ing from shooting up to a new high last 
month. Food prices dropped enough to 
offset all other price increases. 

Mr. President, I think it is time the 
farmer got a pat on the back instead of 
a torrent of abuse for the magnificent 
job he is doing in improving his effi
ciency, and in cutting farm costs and 
food prices in the process. 

Think of it, food prices actually drop
ping in spite of the increase in capital 
·and labor costs in the food-processing in
dustry, farm efficiency so great that food 
costs are down in spite of the vast im
provements in built-in maid service for 
the preparation of the foods the house
wives are buying. Is it not time to see 
some virtue in the man who has in
creased his efficiency more and works 
longer hours with a far lower return than 
anyone else in our economy-the Amer
ican farmer? 

No one deplores the necessity for the 
wasteful and costly farm price support 
progi-am more than does the farmer. 
But, Mr. President, I suggest that even 
if we add the total cost of the farm pro
gram to the prices farmers are receiving 
for their food, we will :find that farmers 
are working harder, producing more and 
getting less-far less-than the rest of 
our citizens. 

Our Democratic Party has promised a 
new and improved, less costly. more ef
fective farm program, and I am going 
to keep hammering away until we de
liver on that promise-and the sooner 
we deliver the better. But meanwhile 
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let us be fair and recognize that . even 
now the American farmer is doing a 
magnificent job-indeed, far and away 
the best job of any economic grouP-Of 
building up a technologically sound, 
economically productive economy. It . is 
a sad commentary on our understandmg 
that in ·view of his record, the farmer 
has been maligned, castigated and con
demned because Congress has not ful
filled its responsibility. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article by Mr. Norman 
Walker of the Associated Press on living 
costs and food prices be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
LIVING COSTS EQUAL HIGH, BUT FOOD PRICES 

DECLINE 

(By Norman Walker) 
Rising State and local taxes helped shove 

living costs back up to record levels last 
month. The Labor Department reported yes
terday that recent boosts in sales and excise 
taxes on such items as gasoline, tobacco, tele
phones, and liquors are having an impact. 

It said taxes already enacted and contem
plated-as States and cities seek more reve
nue-could boost living costs to still higher 
peaks this summer. 

In Washington, food prices declined 0.3 
percent, mostly because of lower prices for 
eggs and poultry. Fruits and vegetables 
were higher. The April index, 118.5 stood 
3.8 percent lower than a year ago and 4 per
cent below the 1958 peak. 

The April rise in national living costs was 
only two-tenths of 1 percent but it put the 
Government's living-cost index back up to 
the highest-ever rate of last July and No
vember at 123.9 percent of the 1947-49 base. 

April costs were three-tenths of 1 percent 
higher than in April last year. But overall 
living-cost changes have been moderate for 
nearly a year now. 

Despite the new cost of living rise, both 
the spendable earnings of factory workers 
and the purchasing power of their pay dol
lars scored new highs. Because prices have 
remained fairly stable while earnings have 
increased, the average factory worker now 
has about 10 percent more purchasing power 
than a year ago. 

The new record for spendable earnings
the amount received in pay envelopes after 
tax deductions-is an average $80.68 a week 
for the factory worker with three dependents 
and $73.14 for the single worker. The Labor 
Department attributed the half-dollar weekly 
increase over March to both higher wages and 
overtime hours. 

Most of the 1 Y2 million workers due for 
a quarterly pay adjustment based on the 
April living cost index failed to get any 
wage increase. This is due to insufficient 
change from the January index. 

Among those whose pay remains unaffected 
are about one million auto workers. About 
160,000 workers in a score of other indus
tries get raises of from one-half to 1 cent 
an hour. 

Food costs declined one-tenth of 1 per
cent in April as lower prices for eggs, poultry, 
and milk more than offset seasonally higher 
prices for fresh fruits and vegetables. 

Eggs are at their lowest prices since 1946. 
Housing and clothing costs remained un

changed but prices of transportation, medi
cal care, recreation, and personal care were 
up. 

The transportation cost rise was attributed 
to increased prices for used cars, gasoline, 
tires, and auto insurance. New-car prices 
were lower as dealers gave bigger discounts 
and stocks rose to a near record. 

H. E. Riley, Labor Department price' chief, 
said newly raised cigarette taxes in New York, 
sales taxes in Washington State and West 
Virginia, and telephone taxes in Pennsyl
vania were having their effect on consumer 
prices. The same is true, he said, for higher 
real estate taxes generally this year. 

FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

am sure most Americans will agree with 
the President of the United states and 
our leading scientists that we should in
crease the amount we spend on educa
tion. The President in a statement this 
weekend said we should double what we 
·spend on education. 

Mr. President, I respect the office of 
President, and, like most Americans, 
have affectionate regard for the present 
occupant of the Presidency, but this 
recommendation reminds me of the old 
French proverb: "Why be a hypocrite 
when it's so easy to be self-deluded?" 

Mr. President, this is but the latest 
of a series of similar recommendations; 
notably, the report of White House Con
ference, headed by Neil McElroy; the 
report of the National Citizens Commis
sion for Public Schools, headed by Roy 
E. Larson; and the Rockefeller Brothers 
Fund report on education. Several 
times recently the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare has asked that 
teachers' salaries be doubled; but, Mr. 
President, what happens? What is done 
about it? 

Why do we pay our teachers so little 
that we have far too few of them, and 
are actually losing rather than gaining 
qualified teachers every year? 

Why are there still millions of Amer
ican children jammed into inadequate 
school housing with local taxpayers 
turning down proposed bond issues to 
build new school facilities? 

Why, 10 years after the late great 
conservative, Mr. Republican, Robert A. 
Taft, called for Federal aid for educa
tion as essential to fulfill the American 
dream of equality of opportunity for all 
American children, is there no proposal 
worthy of the name from a Republican 
administration which has been in office 
more than 6 years? 

Why does the Republican administra
tion denounce proposals warmly ap
proved by the National Education Asso
ciation and call these proposals spend
thrift and wasteful? And in 1958 why 
did it call for the defeat of Senators who 
supported the bill drafted to carry out 
these proposals-the Murray-Metcalf 
bill because according to administration 
spokesmen and campaigners, this sort of 
proposal indicated irresponsible spend
thrift proclivities? 

Why does the administration persist 
in a hard money policy which totals far 
more in costs to education than the 
total of the most generous educational 
assistance program the President has 
proposed? 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLARK. I should like to· com
mend my friend from Wisconsin for 
bringing the administration's attitude 

towa1~d Federal aid to education to "the 
attention of the Senate. As a memb~r 
of the committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, I am assisting in the consider
ation of the Murray-Metcalf bill, which 
to my way of thinkjng presents the 
proper method of attacking ,the shocking 
lack of adequate facilities for education 
throughout our country. The adminis
tration seems completely to forget the 
fact that there were twice as many babies 
born in America in 1956 as were born in 
1936, and that we are doing absolutely 
nothing at the Federal level to prepare 
for the enormous increase in enrollment 
in our schools which is already on its 
way and which will continue to a greater 
and greater extent as time goes on. 

I had the pleasure of sitting with the 
Education Subcommittee of the Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare when 
that very fine citizen, Mr. Flemming, and 
his equally splendid assistant, Mr. Elliot 
Richardson, came before the subcommit
tee to attempt to defend the administra
tion proposals for aid to education. It 
was almost laughable to note how weak 
a case they had, and how utterly inade
quate the administration proposals are. 
They are proposals of inadequacy made 
in the teeth of the various reports to 
which my friend from Wisconsin has re
ferred. 

I wonder if my friend from Wisconsin 
has seen the editorial published in this 
morning's Washington Post and Times 
Herald entitled "Another Bad Report 
Card," in which the editorial writer com
ments on the inadequacy of President 
Eisenhower's reaction to his own Killian 
Committee report, pointing out that all 
the President said was that the report 
was "an excellent statement of educa
tional goals and needs." 

Is the President in favor of these edu
cational goals and in favor of doing 
something to meet these needs, or is he 
merely going to talk about them? It ap
pears to be pretty clear the President is 
merely going to talk about them. 

With the consent of the Senator from 
-Wisconsin, I should like to ask unani
mous consent that the editorial pub
lished in the Washington Post and 
Times Herald, to which I have referred, 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

ANOTHER BAD REPORT CARD 

President Eisenhower's comments on his 
Science Advisory Committee's education re
port were as disappointingly vague as the 
administration's attitude toward the Na
tion's school needs has been vacillating. 
The committee, headed by James R. Killian, 
Jr., the President's science adviser, stated 
forthrightly that the United States ought at 
least to double its $18 billion annual outlay 
for schools, but Mr. Eisenhower merely said 
that the report is "an excellent statement of 
educational goals and needs." 

The President seems still to place more 
value on theoretical budget balance than on 
such vital needs as more adequate education 
and augmented defense. If the Eisenhower 
administration had supported a comprehen
sive Federal aid to education program 5 or 6 
years ago the deficit in school facilities and 
faculties might not be so great as it is today. 

This year the administration has even dis
owned its modest school construction pro-
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gram and has asked Congress to aid only 
those school systems with truly desperate 
financial problems · by helping them pay off 
their construction bonds. Yet a broad Fed~ 
eral aid program is necessary if all school~ 
are to be brought up to the desired and at
tainable levels recommended by the Killian 
Committee and other studies of education. 
Many cities and States have about exhausted 
the school tax revenues that are available to 
them. If Americans are getting weary of 
reports on the need to improve education it 
is because of the failure of both the Eisen
hower administration and Copgress to help 
solve a problem which has become so dis~ 
tressinglr obvious. 

Mr. CLARK. I thank my friend for 
yielding. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for an· additional 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
YouNG of Ohio in the chair). Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Wisconsin? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Pennsylvania 
for his contribution. I think it was a 
very helpful and important contribution. 

Mr. President, we are now, it seems 
to me, in a position with regard to edu
cation in which the administration must 
do more, as the Senator from Pennsyl
vania said so well, than simply talk 
about educational goals. Every expert 
who has thoroughly studied the problem 
of education comes to the same conclu~ 
sian, regardless of whether he has a con
servative or liberal inclination in polit
ical philosophy. The conclusion is that 
the local communities simply cannot pay 
for a doubling of educational facilities. 
· The only way we are going to achieve 

a doubling of the contribution to educa
tion is for the Federal Government to 
take action. It is true that the Federal 
Government, the administration, has 
made a proposal-and I am sure it was 
a sincere one-to ·assist education. It 
was a proprosal very 1argely built around 
the notion of Federal guarantees of 
school bonds, when such was necessary. 
It would contribute only a tiny fractional 
percent of the cost of education. 

Mr. President, I should like to con
clude my remarks by pointing out that 
of all the policies of this administration 
the one which has been most harmful 
to e·ducation has been the hard money 
policy. Only yesterday I was talking 
to National Education Association offi
cials, and they pointed out to me that 
an increase of 1 percent in the interest 
rate adds 25 percent to the cost of school 
construction, if the school construction 
is to be paid for over a period of 40 
years, which is about the standard time. 
In fact, in the last year interest rates 
rose about 2 percent, and this will mean 
the cost of financing school construc
tion will increase by 50 percent of the 
cost of the construction itself exclusive 
of interest, which is far more than the 
most generous proposal for assistance to 
education. It is far more in total cost 
than the total benefits which would ftow 
from the most favorable proposals for 
Federal aid to education. 

Mr. President, in view of the ·fact that 
the only substantial, widely supported 
educational proposal which is before the 

Senate of the United States is the Mur
ray-Metcalf bill, it seems to me it is 
time the leadership of our party acted 
so that all Senators can have an oppor
tunity to indicate whether they truly 
b·elieve we should not only approve of 
more and better education but should 
pay for it. 

Mr. President, I yield the ftoor. 

REPORTS OF RAILROAD ACCIDENTS 
TO THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, on 

May 15, at the request of the railroad 
brotherhoods, I introduced S. 1964, a 
bill to amend the act requiring certain 
common carriers by railroad to make re
ports to the Interstate Commerce Com
mission with respect to certain acci
dents in order to clarify the require
ments of such act. 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
be printed in the RECORD a statement ex
plaining the purpose of this proposed 
legislation. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1964 is designed to carry out the orig
inal intent of the Accident Reports Act of 
1910 (36 Stat. 350> that there be reported to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission all 
collisions, derailments, or other accidents 
resulting in injury to persons, equipment, 
or roadbed which arises out of the perform~ 
ance by a railroad of its transportation busi
ness. The necessity for such amendments 
has developed as result of actions by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission incon
sistent with this purpose which, over the 
years, have narrowed the scope of the Acci
dent Reports Act and the accidents to be re
ported thereunder. This narrowing process 
has been accomplished through the adop
tion of rules and regulations of the Com
mission for the reporting of railroad acci
dents. The most serious limitations have 
occurred as result of the Commission's defi~ 
nition of the phrase "arising from the oper
ation of a railroad" as used in the statute, 
and its definition of accidents which are re
portable. 

The Commission's interpretation of the 
phrase "arising from the operation of a rail
road" has not only been inconsistent with the 
purposes of the statute, but has also been 
inconsistent with the views of its staff. It 
would appear to be clear from reading the 
statute that it was the intention of Congress 
in using this phrase to cover accid~mts aris
ing out of a railroad's rail activities, as dis
tinguished from a nonrail activity such as 
operating an oil pipeline, lumbering, or drill
ing oil wells. However, the Commission by 
regulation has now limited the phrase to 
only those activities involved in the physical 
construction, operation and m aintenance of 
railroad facilities and equipment. They thus 
have excluded many activities which are a 
necessary part of a railroad's operations. The 
Commission's explanation for its action in 
thus limiting the obvious purpose of the 
statute is that it has been advised by its 
lawyers that this is the correct construction 
of the act. However, a review of the legal 
memoranda submitted to the commission by 
its General Counsel's office shows that the 
Commission has not only been inconsistent 
in its interpretation, but at the present time 
it is following an interpretation which has 
subsequently been rejected by its own 
lawyers. The interpretation now followed by 
the Commission was originally contained in a 
legal memorandum, identified as No. 8106, 

dated February 13, 1952. However, nearly 
3 Y2 years la ter, on September 19, 1955, the 
then Acting General Counsel of the Commis
sion, Mr. Samuel R. Howell, expressing the 
following opinion, said: 

"As a general principle, it is my opinion 
that the term 'arising from the operation of a 
railroad' as used in the act includes, but is 
not necessarily limited to, the transportation, 
maint enance, construction, servicing, repair, 
and loading and unloading, performed under 
the supervision of the railroad by its em
ployee:>, as incidental to, or as an adjunct of , 
its train service." 

This memorandum recognized that it had 
t i1e effect of broadening the previous inter
pretation of the scope of the Accident Re
ports Act. Yet, the Commission's interpreta
t ion has been the n arrow one previously 
noted which defeats the purpose of the 
sta tute. 

The Commission h as further· defeated the 
purp.oses of the statute by u t ilizing its 
authorit y to adopt rules and regulations 
thereunder so as to limit accidents which 
are otherwise r eportable. Thus, it is the 
present rule of the Commission that an 
accident resulting in injury to an em
ployee on dut y is reportable only if it is 
sufficient to incapacitate him from perform
ing fully and acceptably all of the duties 
customarily included in his assignment at 
the time of injury for more than 3 days 
in the aggregate during the 10 days imme~ 
diately following the accident. There is no 
statutory justification at all in the act for 
this Commission action in limiting acci
dents to employees to be reported. The act 
itself requires the reporting of all collisions, 
derailments, or other accidents resulting in 
injury to persons, equipment, or roadbed and 
does not place a.ny kind of limitation de
pending upon the extent of the injury or 
the number of days that the employee in
volved may be fully incapacitated. This 
limitation has the effect of eliminating from 
the reporting requirements a substantial 
number of accidents to employees, thus giv
ing a completely distorted view of the acci
dent situation on the railroads as to employ
ees so that neither the Congress nor the 
Commission itself can be accurately in
formed with respect thereto. 

The proposed amendments embodied inS. 
1964 would (1) define the phrase "arising 
from the operation of such railroad" so as to 
clearly mean all activities of a railroad re
lated to its transportation business; (2) 
would make clear that the Commission's 
power to adopt rules and regulations does 
not permit authority to limit the accidents 
which Congress by statute has required to 
be reported; and (3) would make clear that 
the statute does not contain any limitation 
in the case of injuries to employees measured 
in terms of the number of days that such 
employee is incapacitated, by requiring the 
reporting of accidents resulting in "any" 
injury to employees arising out of railroad 
operations. 

TWO HUNDREDTH ANNIVERSARY 
OF NEW MARLBOROUGH, MASS. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

New Marlborough is proud to celebrate 
its 200th anniversary. The citizens are 
lucky to have settled in such pleasant 
sun·oundings. 

Always a happy place in the Berk
shires in which to live and bring up a 
family, it has kept the flavor of the past 
while making the advances of the 
present. 

It is right and proper to celebrate 
this anniversary, at which time we take 
new courage to forge ahead from our 
forefathers who worked so hard to pre
pare a place for us. New Marlborough 



9088 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 26 

pays tribute to them on June 15. Mas
sachusetts and the Nation congratulates 
you. 

VOLUNTARY PENSION PLANS FOR 
SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, on 

May 19 I introduced proposed legisla
tion identified as S. 1979, and which is 
now pending before the Senate Finance 
Committee, designed to encourage the 
establishment of voluntary pension plans 
for self-employed individuals. 

I ask unanimous consent at this time 
to have inserteG. in the body of the REc
ORD an explanatory statement of the bill 
and the reasons why it is essential for 
the Congress to act promptly and fa
vorably on it. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR SMATHERS 

The bill which I introduced, with one 
exception, is identical to H.R. 10, commonly 
referred to as the Keogh-Simpson bill, re
cently passed by the House and presently 
pending before the Senate Finance Commit
tee. 

I have chosen this course of procedure 
to give impetus to what I believe is rather 
slow progress in removing a glaring tax 
inequity toward 10 million self-employed 
citizens of this Nation. 

Generally, the proposed legislation per
mits self-employed individuals to take a 
current tax deduction of 10 percent of their 
net earnings, with a maximum limitation 
of $2,500 a year, in any one taxable year, 
provided the self-employed · individual" 
makes an investment in certain types of 
retirement annuity or a specific type of 
retirement trust. The deduction could be 
taken for 20 years permitting a maximum 
lifetime deduction of $50,000. · 

When the individual receives benefits 
from the pension plan, the investment plus 
the accumulated earnings would then be
treated as ordinary income and taxable as 
such. · 

Penalty provisions are contained in the 
bill for withdrawing any amounts during 
the lifetime of the self-employed individ
ual, if they are withdrawn before he is 65 
years of age. 

The self-employed individual must with
draw benefits from the pension trust no 
later than when he reaches the age of 70. 

The bill as passed by the House would 
be effective for the taxable years beginning 
in 1959, and thereafter. The Treasury De
partment estimates the cost of the proposed 
legislation to be 1n the neighborhood of 
approximately $365 million. 

My blll differs from the House-passed 
measure in that it would become effective for 
the taxable years beginning in 1961 and 
thereafter. This change was m ade to meet 
opposition to the pending proposal predi
cated primarily on revenue loss, despite the 
fact that many recognize the t ax inequality 
afforded our self-employed citizens as against 
other employees. It· is hoped that by 1961 
the budget will be in a more healthy state 
than it is today, and, if not, the Congress 
could then take another look at the situa
tion. 

I would like to discuss briefiy, without go
ing further into the details of the proposed 
measure, the reasons why I feel that Congress. 
should act promptly to remove the existing 
discrimination against self-employed citi
zens. 

In 1942 the Congress adopted an amend-· 
ment to the Internal Revenue Code per
mitting certain tax considerations for private 

pension plans which qualify under the code 
and which are certified as such by the Treas
ury Department. 

. This action by the Congress was largely 
instrumental in giving rise to a tremendous 
growth of qualified pension plans. Under 
this law ~mployees of a business can achieve 
postponement of a tax on retirement income 
savings if the employer pays into a. qualified 
pension, profit-sharing, or stock-bonus pl~n 
when he might otherwise have paid directly 
to the employees. The funds are placed in a 
t ax-exempt pension trust or paid as pre
m iums on an annuity policy with an insur
ance company. 

Business firms get immediate deductions 
for the amounts contributed, and the em
ployee is not taxable until he derives benefits 
under the plan. 

The l aw was designed to encourage the 
creation of these pension plans to take care 
of employed people in the years when their 
earning power has diminished or has ceased 
to exist. The tax consideration provided the 
neceEsary incentive to accomplish this ob
Jecti_ve. 

As a result , by June of 1958, there "':"ere 
. approximately 45,000 such plans in existence_ 
in this country, covering an estimated 18 
million employees. Almost $4.6 billion was 
invested on a current tax-exempt basis to the 
employees in these retirement plans. 

I cite these figures to substantiate the 
soundness of . the legislation enacted by the 
Congress in 1942. They demonstrate one 
thing further, and that is that when given 
the incentive, employed people of our great 
Nation prefer, for the most part, to set aside 
a portion of their income for retirement 
years, rather than approacl.l this period in 
life with an attitude of ·indifference as to 
whether they will or will not become public 
charges. 

Under .the present Federal tax structure, 
it is abundantly clear that preferential in
come t ax treatment is accorded those wage 
earners and salaried employees whose em
ployers set up qualified pension or profit 
sharing plans in their behalf. These em
ployees benefit in three ways. · 

First, their employers contribute funds for 
their ultimate retirement; 
· Secondly, the employers' contributions are 

tax exempt, and are not taxed currently as 
income to the employee; and 
· Thirdly, the tax on the employee is de

ferred until such time as he begins to draw 
benefits, which under normal conditions will 
be at a time when the employee enjoys a 
lower income tax bracket. 
. Some 10 million self-employed citizens of 

this Nation are not given this tax considera
tion under present law. In fact, they are 
being penalized because they not only have 
to pay for their own pensions, if they are 
able to do so, but must provide for such pen
sions out of what is left of their income 
after t axes. 

I am confident that when the Congress en
acted the 1942 law it was never the legislative 
intent to discriminate in favor of one group 
of our citizens to the exclusion of others. 
Yet this is exactly the net result. It is a 
glaring inequity that deserves prompt cor
rection by the Congress. 

I might point out that President Eisen
hower on October 24, 1952, recognized this· 
t ax inequity when he said, and I quote in 
part as follows: 

"In 1942 the Government made an im
portant supplement to the Social Security 
Act by legislation which offered tax ad
vantages to corporations and their employees 
in the establishment of pension funds (sec. 
165, Internal Revenue Code). I am thor
oughly in accord with the principle of this 
legislation. Over 16,000 pension plans have 
been filed under this law providing more 
adequate security for the employees of 
corporations covered thereby. When this 
legislation was being considered, self-

employed individuals were evidently forgot
ten, yet· they get old and sick just as other 
people do. There are over 10 million workers 
who cannot take advantage of these tax 
release provisions now offered to corpora
tions and their employees. They include 
owners of small businesses, doctors, lawyers, 
architects, accountants, farmers, artists, 
singers, writers, independent people of every 
kind and description but who are not regu
larly employed by a corporation. I think 
something ought to be done to help these 
people help themselves by allowing a reason
able ·tax reduction for money put aside by 
them for their own savings. This v:ould 
encourage and assist '!;hem to provide their 
own funds for their old age and retire~ent. 
If I am elected, I will favor legislation along 
these lines." 
· The Treasury Department, in a letter ad

dressed to the chairman of the House Ways 
and Means Committe.e, under date of Febru
ary 9, 19-59, also recognized the inequality 
of our present tax structure as it applies to 
self-employed persons. 

I would lilte to quote in part from that 
letter as follows: 

"The Treasury Department recognizes that 
present law does not give self-employed 
people tax treatment for their retirement. 
sayings comparable to that now accorded to 
employees covered by employer-financed 
pension plans. The Treasury Department 
nevertheless is opposed to the enactment of 
H.R. 9 and H.R. 10 at this time on revenue' 
grounds as stated at the conclusion of this 
letter." 

Despite the. Treasury Department's opposi
tion, the House overwhelmingly adopted the 
measure. 

Many in the Congress, while favoring the 
principle embodied in the legislation have a 
reluctance, in view of the Treasury Depart
ment's opposition. plus the high cost of Gov
ernment today, to support · the measure in 
their desire to bring about a balanced budg
et. Theirs is an attitude of postponement 
until such time as the budget becomes bal
anced. 

To' meet this objection, which appears to 
be the major obstacle in the path of its 
adoption, I have modified the proposed bill 
so that it will be effective for the taxable 
year 1961. This would remove from the con
sideration of those thinking along this line, 
any feeling that they would have a further 
unbalanced budget this year, and · yet make 
it possible for them to adopt a principle of 
fairness and tax equality for all of our citi
zens. Discrimination in our tax laws cannot · 
morally be perpetuated indefinitely when a 
just and economically defensible revision 
is warranted. I feel the time is long over
due to adjust this inequity for it is vital to a 
continued free America to encourage self
reliance, individual enterprise and thrift. 
These are the qualities which made this 
Nat ion great. Private incentive must always 
be present and provision made for all of our 
citizens to be treated equitably so that they 
may be able to give full expression to their 
talents in their chosen legitimate endeavors. 

Millions of our self-employed citizens to
day are looking to this Congress to give to 
them the equivalent t ax treatment which 
others are present ly enjoying so that they 
too may be able to provide for the twilight · 
years of their lives. Granting to them tax 
equality is an investment in the future of 
America which we in the Congress can ill 
afford to ignore. 

I sincerely trust that the Senate Finance 
Committee and the Senate itself will act 
promptly and favorably on this legislation. 

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
fw-ther morning business? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorwn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. · · 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unailimous consent that the: 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Is there ·further morning business? If 
not, morning b':ISiness is closed. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO
PRIATION ACT, 1960 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of Calendar No. 291, 
H.R. 5676, the District of Columbia ap
priation bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by . title for the informa
tion of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H.R. 5676) 
making appropriations for the govern
ment of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or 
in part against the revenues of said Dis
trict for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1960, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Texas. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Appropriations with amend
ments. 

The first amendment of the Commit
tee on . Appropriations was, under the 
heading "Federal Payment to District of 
Columbia," on page 2, line 1, after the 
word "ana", to strike out "$25,000,000" 
and insert "$27,000,000"; in line 19, after 
the word "approprhited", to strike out 
"$33,800,000" and insert "$34,300,000"; 
and on page 3, line 1, after the words 
"general fu,nd", tp strike out "$19,500,-
000" and insert "$20,000,000". 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading "Operating Expenses-Execu
tive Office", on page 4, line 2, after the 
word "cle_arance", to insert "and a survey 
of the 'downtown business' area", and in 
line 6, after the word "investigations", 
to strike out "$576,000" and insert 
"$605,000". 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead ''Department of General Ad
ministration", on page 4, at the _begin:
ning of line 21, to strike out "$5,010,000" 
and insert "$5,229,000". 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead "Office of Corporation Counsel", 
on page 5, line 24, after the words "Dis
trict of Columbia", to strike ·out "$740,-
000" and insert "$770,000". 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead "Regulatory Agencies", on page 
6, line 2, after the word "fees", to strike 
out "$1,564,000" and insert "$1,577,000". 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead "Public Schools", on page 6, line 
23, after the word "Agriculture", to strike 
out "$484,000" and insert "$517,000"; on 
page 7, line 1, after the word "amended", 
to insert ''for development of national 
defense education · programs and for 
matching Federal grants under the Na
tional Defense Education Act of Septem
ber 2, 1958 (72 Stat. 1580) ;"; at the be
ginning of line 10, to strike out "$46,685,-
000" and insert "$46,753,000"; and in the 

same line, after the word "which", to 
strike out "$5,500" and insert "$7,000". 

The ne;x:t amendment wa~. 11nder the 
subhe~;~.d "Recreation ~par:tment", on 
page 8, line 7, to strike out "$2,625,000" 
and insert "$2,669,200". 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead "Office of Civil Defense", on 
page 10, line 18, after the word "De
fense", to strike out "$60,000" and insert 
"$85,000". 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead "Courts", on page 11, line 11, 
after the word "Justice", to strike out 
"$5,396,000" and insert "$5,405,525". 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead "Department of Public Health", 
on page 12, line 8, after the word "mile", 
to strike out "but not more than $1,100 
per annum for each automobile", and 
on page 13, at the beginning of line 7, 
to strike out "$34,829,112" and insert 
"$34,936,076''. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead "Department of Public Wei..: 
fare", on page 15, at the beginning of 
line 16, to strike out "$17,292,000" and 
insert "$17,453,201". 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead "Department of Licenses and 
Inspections", on page 17, line 17, after 
the word "license", to strike out "$2,274,-
000" and insert "$2,314,000". 

The next amendment was, on page 23, 
after line 17, to insert: 

PEltSONAL SERVICES, WAGE-SCALE EMPLO'YEES 

For pay increases and related retirement 
cost for wage-scale employees, to be trans
ferred by the Cominissioners of the District 
of Columbia to the appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1960 from which said employees 
are proper_ly payable, $1,543,000, of which 
$116,000 shall be payable from the highway 
fund, $145,000 from the water fund, and 
$75,000 from the sanitary sewage works 
fund. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead "Capital Outlay, Public Build
ing Construction", on page 25, line 10, 
after the word "School", to insert "and 
warehouse for public schools and De
partment of Buildings and Grounds (in
cluding shop facilities and record cen
ter)"; at the beginning of line 16, to 
strike out "$226,200" and insert "$243,-
200"; in line 23, after the word "ex
pended", to strike out "$11,822,000" and 
insert "$13,866,400"; in line 24, after the 
word "which", to strike out "$3,422,000" 
and insert "$4,889,000"; and in line 25, 
after the word "and", to strike out 
"$931,000" and insert "$905,800". 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead "Capital Outlay, Department 
of Sanitary Enginee1ing", on page 31, 
line 17, after the word "which", to strike 
out "$1,000,000" and insert "$2,500,000". 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead "Capital Outlay, Motor Vehicle 
Parking Agency", on page 32, line 22, 
after the word "facilities", to insert 
"surveys of parking conditions through
out the District of Columbia by con
tract or otherwise, as may be deter
mined by the Coinmissioners;", and on 
page 33, line 1, after the word "ex
pended", to strike out "$125,000" and 
insert "$175,000". 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 

amendments be agreed to en bloc; · that· 
the bill as thus amended be regarded, 
for purposes of amendment, as the orig
inal text; provided, that no point of 
order shall be considered to have been 
waive~ by the agreement to this order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the committee amendments are agreed to 
en bloc. 

The bill is open to further amendment. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I have 

a few brief remarks to make -on the 
District of Columbia appropriation bill 
for 1960; which carries the unanimous 
approval of the Committee on Appro-
priations. · 

The bill as reported is $4,383,290 above 
the total appropriations recommended 
by the House, $4,420,598 below the total 
estimates submittea, and $23 ,195,225 
over the total appropriations for the 
current fiscal year. 

As indicated in the committee report, 
the increase over the House bill will 
provide the additional sum of $2,288,-
890 for operating expenses, and $2,094,-
400 for capital outlay items. · Included 
in the $4,383,290 total increases are sup
plemental items aggregating $1,858,000. 
These items were not considered by the 
House but were presented by the Dis
trict Commissioners to the Senate com
mittee as being mandatory increases. 
For example, $1,543,000 was requested 
and approved for wage-scale increases 
granted to so-called blue-conar workers 
of the District government. 

Other noteworthy items added to the 
House bill concerned the $1,767,000 item 
for the construction of a much needed 
warehouse, shop facility, and record cen..;. 
ter; the $15,000 item for the District's 
share of the cost of a survey to deter
mine the causes of deterioration in the 
downtown area and to formulate plans 
to effect improvements; $60,000 to pro
vide funds for matching grants available 
under the provisions of the National 
Defense Education Act approved Sep
tember 2, 1958, and $10,464 in the med
ical charities program of the Health De
partment, to permit the Washington 
Home for Incurables, the Christ Child 
Home, and the Children's Convalescent 
Home to receive reimbursement from the 
District government of $9 a day instead 
of $8 recommended in the estimates, and 
$8.50 proposed in the House report for 
in-patient care. 

Of especial interest to the committee 
and, I am certain, to all Members of the 
Senate, are the parking problems of the 
city. In the hope that some constructive 
solution can be found to this problem, 
the committee has included in the bill 
the Commissioner's request of $50,000 for 
a survey of parking conditions through
out the District of Columbia and the sub
mission of a comprehensive report to the 
committee of its findings and recom
mendations. More than $2 million is 
now available in the parking fund and 
it is of extreme importance that sound 
projects be planned in the application 
of such moneys in future years. The 
proposal to expend in 1960 the sum of 
$800,000 for the purchase of a site in 
the vicinity of 21st and E Streets NW. 
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to construct an underground parking fa· 
cility mostly for the convenience of Fed
eral personnel, at an estimated cost of 
$4,000 per car space for from 1,000 to 
1,100 cars was unwarranted and ac
cordingly denied by the committee. The 
House had also denied the item. 

In view of the increased expenditures 
of the District government that are pay
able mostly from the general fund ac
count, and the committee's determina
tion that much of the increases stemmed 
from recently enacted pay changes, as 
well as the expansion and improvement 
of services essential to cope with the 
workload of many departments-health, 
welfare, school-the Federal payment to 
such fund has been fixed at $27 million: 
instead of $25 million, the House allow.;. 
ance. 

The $2 million additional payment 
seems well justified in consideration of 
these added mandatory costs imposed 
upon the District government at this 
time, the fact that only 59.9 percent of 
the total assessed value of property in 
this District is taxable; and of the 40.1 
percent nontaxable, 20.2 percent is 
U.S.-exempt property, and the fur
ther fact that in the past 5 years tax
payers of the District have increased 
general fund revenues by $25.5 million a 
year. 

Mr. President, when the bill came to 
the Senate from the House, it showed 
a deficit of approximately $2,250,000. 
The Senate committee has made certain 
modest allowances over and above that 
figure, allowances which were denied by 
the House; that is, we have restored 
amounts which were denied by the 
House. 

I may say that the members of the 
committee were very meticulo:1s in 
analyzing every request which was made 
by the Commissioners. We took into 
account the fact that we were dealing 
with what is known as a deficit budget, 
which would have forced the District 
of Columbia either to freeze some of 
the money which was already appro
priated or to increase taxes. 

It is my considered judgment that the 
District of Columbia will, during the 
year, have to give serious thought to a 
readjustment of its tax structure, espe
cially with respect to real estate taxes. 
Whether the Committee on Appropria
tions should have thrust this responsi
bility upon the city fathers by way of 
this appropriation bill was a problem 
with which the committee had to con
tend. We thought it might have been 
considered imprudent, inadvisable, and 
unwarranted for us to have ventured to 
say what the tax situation should be by 
the process of this appropriation bill. 
We believe this was a matter which 
should be discussed and considered by 
the legislative committee, and that a 
proper, long-range solution should be 
made of the fiscal stability of the Dis
trict of Columbia as such. 

I may say that as the bill has been 
reported by the committee, the District 
of Columbia budget is in balance. As· a 
matter of fact, I call attention to the 
top of page 3 of the committee report 
where it will be seen that the generai 
fund, by the bill which has been reported 
to the Senate, is in the black, or is in 
balance, with a surplus of $20,292. 

I understand other Senators desire to 
comment with respect to certain items 
in the bill. For that reason, I shall defer 
at this time the request that the bill be 
passed. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
· Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, first; 
I thank the Senator from Rhode Island 
for the great care which he has taken 
concerning the District of Columbia ap
propriation bill. We all know that the 
preparation of this bill is a thankless 
job, so I express appreciation for the 
public service of the Senator from Rhode 
Island in dealing with it. However, I 
wish to ask the Senator a few questions 
connected with the projected express
way through Glover-Archbold Park, 
which is one of the most beautiful parks 
in Washington, and which, if the roads 
which the committee contemplates will 
be carried through that area are built, 
will, in my judgment, be spoiled. Is it 
not true that an initial appropriation of 
approximately $880,000 is included in 
this budget for so-called preliminary 
work upon the expressway to go through 
Glover-Archbold Park? 
. Mr. PASTORE. That is correct. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
the $880,000 will cover only some pre
liminary work, such as the construction 
of two bridges over the park, and that 
the estimated cost of the projected high
way is really more than $5 million? 

Mr. PASTORE. I am not in a posi
tion to say specifically what the $880,000 
will do; but I believe the Senator from 
lllinois is substantially correct; and he 
is correct as to the approximate overall 
figure. · 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not also true 
that the traffic interchanges at the two 
points will add approximately an0ther 
$10 million, so that the total cost of the 
.useful highway through the Glover~ 
Archbold Parkway will be approximately 
$15 million? 
. Mr. PASTORE. That is correct. 
. Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, at this 
point will the Senator from illinois yield 
to me, so that I may supplement his 
statement? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes, indeed. 
Mr. MORSE. I have a letter dated 

May 18, from Brigadier General Welling, 
.one of the District Commissioners, in re:
sponse to inquiries which were made 
concerning the proposed ro·adway. If 
the Senator from Illinois will permit, I 
ask unanimous consent to have the en
tire letter and an additional factual 
memorandum printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly; I shall be 
·very glad to have that done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? · 

There being no objection, the letter 
and the memorandum were ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

GOVERNMENT OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 

- Washington, D;C., May 18, 1959. 
The Honorable WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR ·SENATOR MORSE! This Will acknowl• 
edge receipt of your letter of May a, 1959, 
with attached letter addressed to you by 
Mr. Constant Southworth, relative to the 

District's proposal to construct ·a parkway 
through Glover-Archbold Park. ·, 
. The following lettered subparagraphs co

incide with the lettered subparagraphs in 
your letter. 
· (a) Since 1893, the District of Columbia 
has owned a right-of-way 100 feet wide 
through Foundry Branch Valley which in
cludes the area now designated Glover-Arch· 
bold Park. The right-of-way is for an all
purpose major highway, including trucks. 

The park land on either side of the right-: 
of-way was either donated to the govern
ment in 1923- 24 or purchased by the Fed
eral-District Government in 1926-1943. .In 
the opinion of the corporation counsel, the 
terms of the donation permit the construc
tion thereon of. the proposed parkway, for 
passenger vehicles only, but do preclude the 
construction thereon of an all-purpose high
way such as is permissible on the 100-foot 
right-of-way (the Go.vernment-purchased 
portion of the park land is similarly avail
able for parkway purposes). 

In 1948 the District entered into a formal 
written agreement with the National Park 
Service for the construction of a four-lane 
parkway in Glover-Archbold Park subject to 
the following provisions: 

1. The scenic, landscaped parkway would 
be fitted into the natural contour of the 
park land in such a manner as to permit 
~evelopment of the park for its greatest use, 
1ts greatest beauty and its greatest con
venience to the public. 

2. The parkway would be for passenger 
vehicles only. · . 
. 3. The parkway would utilize some of the 
100-foot right-of-way, some of the park land; 

4. The District would abandon the use of 
~ts 100-foot right-of-way for an all-purpose 
_highway. · c 

. 5. The District would make available to 
the Park Service for park purposes that por
tion of the 1.00-foot right-of-way not uti
lized for the four-lane parkway. : 

(b) The possibllity of abandoning the 
Wisconsin Avenue project in favor of the 
North Capitol Street project makes the 
Glover-Archbold Parkway facllity all the 
more indispensable !or that portion of the 
city west of Rock Creek Park. Furthermore, 
the parkway is vital to development of the 
park so as to per~it the greatest use, 
greatest beauty and greatest convenience to 
the public of Foun~y Branch Valley. 

(c) There is agreement between the Dis· 
.trict Commissioners, tlie National Capital 
_Planning Commission and the engineer con
sultant ~or the mass transportation survey 
that the four-lane parkway through Glover
Archbold Park is essential. for passenger ve· 
hicles regardless of the decision concerning 
any proposed routes in or into Maryland. 
The Planning Commission, although not a 
signatory to the 1948 agreement concerning 
the parkway construction, is referred to in 
.the agreement as favoring the creation of a. 
_Properly designed parkway in Foundry 
Branch Valley. 
_ (d) The Tenley Circle to the Inner Loop 
proposal of the National Capital Planning 
Commission was added to the final report of 
the engineer consultant for the mass trans
·portation survey. The proposal, intended 
for interstate traffic, including trucks, was 
_clearly in addition to the need for the four
lane Glover-Archbold Parkway for passenger 
vehicles. 

(e) The preliminary estimated cost of the 
Glover-Archbold Parkway is approximately 
·$5 million, to be financed on a 50-50 basis 
by Federal aid funds and District of Colum
bia funds. 
- The District does not propose to grade the 
Glover-Archbold Parkway for an eventual 
six-lane highway. Such an action is con
.sidered to be preclud~d by the terms of the 
1948 agreement which prescribes that the 
District's plans for the development of the 
parkway are subject to ·detailed review by 
the National Park Service. 
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I assure you of my conviction that prompt. 

construction and development of the four
lane parkway for passenger vehicles is in' the 
interest of the best use of Glover-Archbold 
Park and of the District of Columbia. · 

With kindest regards, I am, · · 
Sincerely yours, 

A. C. WELLING, 
Brigadier General, U.S. Army, 

Engineer Commissioner. 

GLOVER-ARCHBOLD PARK 
The park extends from Van Ness. Street to 

Canal Road: 2¥2 miles in length, 183 acres 
in extent. 

In 1893 the District acquired a 100-foot 
right-of-way bisecting the length of the area 
(old Arizona Avenue) for an all-purpose 
major highway, including trucks. 

Bordering on the 100-foot all-purpose 
highway right-of-way are: 

D ate Area Acquired P ercent 
(acres) of park 

(a) 1926--43 • • 76.9 Pw·chased by Federal 
and District Govern-

42 

ments.l 
(b) 1923 ••••• 78.0 Ded icated by Glover 2 _ _ 42. 6 
(c) 1924.- -- - 28.1 Dedicated by Archbold 2_ 15.4 

1 For park and parkway use. 
2 T erms of dedication permit parkway use in legal 

opinion of corporation counsel. 

At present park has minor amount of use
ful, accessible recreation areas and is largely 
composed of unkempt woodland which is 
difficult to traverse. Debris clutters some 
of the area and a sewer line lies on the 
ground for much of its length. 

Since 1948 District has had formal written 
agreement with National Park Service that--

(a) District would build scenic, land
scaped parkway of 4 lanes fitted into natural 
contour of the park for passenger vehicles 
only. 

(b) Parkway would utilize some of 100-
foot right-of-way, some of park. 

(c) District would abandon use of 100-
foot right-of-way for all purpose highway. 

(d) District would make available to 
Park Service for park purposes portion of 
100-foot right-of-way not utilized for four
lane parkway. 

REGARDING TREE REMOVAL 
Number of trees affected will be relatively 

small percentage of entire park tree popula
tion. 

Many trees are old and will have to be 
replanted whether a parkway is constructed 
or not. 

Shoulders and other disturbed areas will 
be landscaped and restored under a Na
tional Park Service replanting and beautify
ing program. 

In landscaping, types of trees can be 
planted which are fast growing and in a 
few years will contribute to reestablishing 
the beauty of the park. 

Parkway will permit sensible amount of 
access to park for recreation purposes and 
will provide scenic driveway. 

The right of birds to the park is not a 
paramount right. It may be a relative right. 

Consider how many birds were disturbed 
on the Hill by the construction of the 
Capitol. 

Remember the birds that were disturbed 
by the construction of the Washington 
Cathedral. 

Spring Valley was penetrated by Rockwood 
Parkway and house after house. Yet the 
valley still abounds in cardinals, robins, 
thrush, doves, orioles, catbirds, mocking 
birds, owls, bluejays, blackbirds, yellow
hammer, and handsome smaller species of 
unknown identity. Trees also remain in 
t h e valley and make it perceptibly cooler 
than downtown and extremely attractive. 

Thousands of birds (and trees) will re
main in the park to delight the community 

CV.-574 

after the parkway is built. ·With proper 
care, the number of birds could increase. ·. 

MAY 11, 1959. 

· Mr. MORSE. From the letter we ob-: 
serve that the estimated cost is approxi- : 
mately $5 million. . , 
· Mr. DOUGLAS. But that does not 

include the cost of the traffic inter
changes, which I believe will add ap-
proximately $10 million to the cost. 

Mr. MORSE. That, I do not know. 
Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, will the· 

Senator from lllinois yield to me? 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. BEALL. The interchanges will 

have to be built, regardless of whether 
the parkway is built. In any case, the 
interchanges will have to be built. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
completion of the highway through this 
parkway is not planned until approxi
mately 1963? 

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. So there is no imme-. 

diate hurry about this matter. 
Is it true that the District of Columbia 

Commissioners within the last month, 
by a vote of 2 to 1, voted against devel
opment of the so-called Wisconsin cor
ridor? 

Mr. PASTORE. There has been much 
talk that that was the situation; but 
when the information came to our atten
tion I had Mr. Merrick check on it. As a 
result, I do not think any official vote 
was taken. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Was there not an in
formal vote of 2 to 1? 

Mr. PASTORE. I am not in a posi
tion to· say as to that. When the Sena
tor from Illinois concludes his questions 
I shall be very glad to explain what the 
situation was, insofar as the committee 
was concerned. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Are not at least two 
sets of studies under way as to the fu
ture traffic requirements of the District 
of Columbia, namely, a study by a joint 
congressional committee headed by the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. BIBLE] and 
Representative McMILLAN, and a study 
by the District of Columbia Highway De
partment itself? 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President
Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Rhode Island yield to me? 
Mr. PASTORE. · I shall be glad to 

yield in a moment. 
I wish to refer to the survey or the 

investigation on the part of the distin
guished Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BIBLE], who is the chairman of the legis
lative committee. This matter was 
thoroughly discussed in the subcommit
tee. I believe I should make a statement 
as a predicate for the point I desire to 
make; but first I wish to say to the dis
tinguished Senator from Illinois, in line 
with what he said-namely, that this is a 
thankless job-that no truer words 
could have been spoken. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 
Mr. PASTORE. I am very much in~ 

terested in the welfare of this commu
nity, and I am very much interested that 
it have the roads it needs, and that the 
natural points of interest we are able to 
enjoy in this community be preserved. 

When I received the many remon
strances which were sent to our com
mittee, of course I was very much con-

cerned, whereupon I directed Mr~ Mer
rick and the staff to inquire of Brigadier. 
General Welling whether there was any 
alternative to the proposed roadway. 
- I know that many persons are quite 
disturbed over the entire program. 

In reply, · we received the following 
letter: 

MAY 15, 1959. 
DEAR MR. MERRICK: Reference is made to 

your query as to what would be _the alternate. 
solution for handling traffic if the parkway 
construction in Glover-Archbold Park were 
delayed or deferred. 

The parkway is an indispensable feature 
of our traffic pattern. The 1948 agreement 
with the National Park Service states that 
the parkway is considered essential to pro-· 
vide additional and improved traffic facili
ties in the District of Columbia, and to pro
vide adequate facilities for vehicular access 
for the extensive park area south of Massa
chusetts Avenue as a scenic parkway so that 
the area m~y be used for the pleasure of the 
great number of people who will visit it. 

There is no sensible alternate solution for 
handling traffic. Deferment or delay in the 
construction of the parkway would permit 
the traffic to continue to pile up and defer 
the reasonable use of the park as' a recrea-· 
tion area and as a traffic facility. 

The letter is signed by General Wei~ 
ling. · 

Mr. DOUGLAS. He is the Engineer. 
Commissioner; is he not? 
. Mr. PASTORE. That is correct. 

I merely wish to say to the distin
guished Senator from lllinois that I was 
bothered no end when those remon
strances were made, because they were. 
made by fine, decent citizens of the com
munity, who made a conservation point 
about fine facilities which they were 
anxious to preserve. 

However, for us to have taken action 
to repudiate the plan would have meant 
that the members of the subcommittee~ 
who are lay people, not engineers, and 
who have no familiarity with the traffic 
problems in this area-would have had 
to substitute their judgment for the 
judgment of those who, as professional 
engineers, have the responsibility of 
carrying out the plans and fulfilling the 
trust which has been placed upon them. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. This raises the ques
tion of whose plan it is. Certainly, I 
cannot believe that it is the plan of the 
Commissioners of the District of Colum
bia, who, if not officially, unofficially, at 
least, voted 2 to 1 against the proposal. 
Furthermore, all of us know that engi
neers love to build highways, and do not 
have much regard for scenery, trees, or 
natural beauty. An engineer with a 
bulldozer tends to be a very ruth
less person. Trees and natural beauty 
are extremely important. We should try 
to preserve and not destroy such spots. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois indulge me 
long enough to permit me to make an 
observation on that point? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly. 
Mr. PASTORE. With regard to the 

argument made by the Senator from 
Illinois-and it is a good argument-
again I addressed a letter to the Com
missioners of the District of Columbia, 
and I have received the following letter, 
today: 

DEAR SENATOR PASTORE: This letter is in re
gard to t h e need now for construction funds 
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for the Glover-Archbold Parkway as an es
sential item of the mass transportation sur
vey. 

The final report of the engineer consultant 
for the mass transportation survey indicates 
a need for a four-lane parkway in Glover
Archbold Park, just as it indicates a need for 
the inner loop, the Anacostia Freeway, the 
Potomac River Freeway, and the Southwest 
Freeway (to the engineer consultant's final 
report the Planning Commission and Plan
ning Council have added-in add.ition to the 
need for the Glover-Archbold Parkway-a 
freeway in the Wisconsin Avenue corridor 
which would turn eastward across Rock 
Creek Park). 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me ask who 
signed the letter. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. McLaughlin, 
President of the Board of Commission
ers of the District of Columbia. 

I repeat that we have gone into all 
these phases. I repeat that we were 
very much disturbed about the whole 
problem. 

But I wish to state to the distin
guished Senator from Illinois the con
clusion which was reached by me and 
by my colleagues on the committee. 
We had quite a lengthy meeting on this 
subject; and those in attendance at the 
meeting included the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. BIBLE], the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BEALL], the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr . ALLOTT], and the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA]; 
and then we called in the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], the benefit of 
whose wisdom we are always happy to 
have. We discussed this matter, we 
threshed out the problem, and we 
reached the conclusion that for us tore
pudiate this plan at this time would not 
only cause the work to be deferred, but 
also would mean that we would substi
tute the opinion of lay persons for the 
opinion of engineers who have had this 
responsibility entrusted to them. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not intend, Mr. 
President, to carry on this debate at 
length, because I understand the Sena
tor from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE] is to 
make a speech on this subject. But I 
wish to make several points, if I may. 

The first is that our places of natural 
beauty are being swallowed up and de
stroyed by various encroachments upon 
them, one of which is the construction 
of roads and parkways. 

The lower part of Rock Creek Park, 
which was inherently one of the great 
parks of the country, is already being 
made virtually unattractive, and is be
coming a high-speed traffic throughway, 
rather than a place of resort and re
freshment for the people of this city. 

I may say we are facing some of the 
same kind of problems in Chicago. Ef
forts are being made to have several of 
the parks in Chicago become high-speed 
throughways. That is my first point. 

The second point I should like to make 
is that it is easy to make transportation 
the first charge upon land; but if this 
4-lane highway goes through, a tremen
dous number of the most beautiful trees 
in Washington will have to be cut down 
and destroyed. A man can destroy a tree 
in 15 minutes which it took a century 
and a half to grow. I think some of 
those trees go back to the days of George 

Washington. If this appropriation goes 
through we shall no longer have that 
area as a place for the people of Wash
ington to refresh themselves. These are 
important considerations, too. 

While I appreciate the services of the 
Senator and praise him for the fine work 
he is doing and the care which he has 
taken on this measure, because serving 
on the District of Columbia Committee 
is probably one of the most thankless 
jobs there is in Congress, nevertheless, 
as one who loves trees and as one who 
loves the wilds, I do not like to see trees 
cut down and a beautiful area wantonly 
destroyed. 

This area was given to the District of 
Columbia by Mr. Glover and Mrs. Arch
bold. Mrs. Archbold, I understand, ob
jects very much to the proposal. The 
heirs of Mr. Glover are willing to have 
a 2-lane road go through the area, but 
not a 4-lane road, as is proposed. 

I hope the Senate will take cognizance 
of the situation. The Senator from Illi
nois has to go to another meeting. Be
fore he does, he asks unanimous consent 
that there be printed in the REcoRD, 
prior to any final vote on the matter, a 
statement prepared by the Potomac Val
ley Conservation and Recreation Coun
cil, entitled "Shall Glover-Archbold Park 
Be Destroyed?" and also a statement by 
the Audubon Society of the District of 
Columbia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HART 
in the chair). Is there objection to the 
request? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I know 

the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE] is 
going to speak on the matter. I hope we 
may have a yea and nay vote on the 
question. When the roll is called, I will 
be back. In the meantime, I ask that I 
may be excused to go to another meeting 
to try to defend another area which is 
threatened with destruction, namely, 
The Dunes, outside of Chicago. 

E x HmiT 1 
SHALL GLOVER-ARCHBOLD PARK BE 

DESTROYED? 

A matter of n ational principle is involved 
in the proposed destruct ion of Glover-Arch
bold Park by a truck expressway. This park, 
which is a part of the national p ark system, 
and one of the larger fine natural areas 
remaining in Washington, was given to the 
people with specific stipulations that it be 
preserved as an unspoiled native woodland 
for all time. Mrs. Anne Archbold and Mr. 
Charles C. Glover gave this land in 1924 as 
a park and children's playground, a purpose 
which it has served superbly. Recent deci
sions of the National Capital Planning Com
mission disregard Government commit
ment s, legal obst acles , and public welfare in 
order to provide a cheaper route for one 
leg of Maryland Route 240 into the heart of 
Washington. If this threat is carried out, 
what assurance will we h ave that the terms 
of any gift of property to the Government 
will be honored? What becomes of the sup
posed sanctity of our other national park 
holdings? 

Visit ors to Washingt on from other parts 
of the United St ates and from foreign coun
tries h ave been incredulous that we still 
possess such an unspoiled area, and aghast 
that any planner would think of putting it 
to lesser use. Authorities on city planning 
emphasize the need for just such strips · of 
p ark and woodland t hroughout a city, not 

only for the vital recreational and educa
tional opportunities only possible here, but 
for the peace and beauty of the city itself. 
Glover-Archbold is one of our most readily 
accessible parks, due to its long, narrow 
shape. · From any neighboring street, paths 
go down into the park to pleasant glades, 
where one can relax and enjoy the scene, 
walk for a mile or two along trails through 
varying landscape, or picnic. Nowhere are 
you more than a block or two from a street, 
but everywhere you have the sensation of 
being completely removed from urban rush 
and noise. The park serves an area of grow
ing population, some distance from Rock 
Creek Park, and it is now one of the safest 
areas among our parks for children or 
adults. Casual loiterers do not invade the 
park as they would if any road, even a small 
park road, ran the length of the valley. 
(And even a two-lane park road would be 
h ighly dest ructive of the park and its use
fulness, besides m aking a precedent for. 
larger roads in the future.) As it is now, 
this park illustra tes the ideal plan for a 
narrow stream valley. Access is from the 
sides, with the heart of the valley left in
tact. This protects the more easily damaged 
natural features, and the part most vital to 
plants and animals. 

Those who consider such areas simple 
undeveloped real estate should realize that 
such a natural woodland as Glover-Arch
bold, so exceptionally endowed with native 
plants, animals, and birds, takes a slow evo
lution of hundreds of years to reach this 
complexity and richness. Here, to an extent 
that cannot be approached in the usual 
manicured, artificial park, a child can really 
begin to learn the wonders and intricacies of 
h is real world . . It can be wiped out by bull
dozers in no time, but only nature undis
turbed for more hundreds of years can ever 
recreate it. This fact alone should give us 
some pause to consider its merits before we 
so casually eliminate it. 

The splendid natural areas on which 
Washington depends for so much of its 
u n ique character and pleasant living condi
tions are fast disappearing. Rock Creek 
P ark, large as it is, has already reached 
capacity use in some respects , and as it be
comes increasingly inte·rlaced with traffic 
arteries, its value as a park is continually 
whittled down. The threat of another leg 
of Route 240 entering Rock Creek Park is 
just another example of official disregard for 
keeping f aith with the public. All such 
commercial expressways must be kept out of 
p ark lands. But even so, Rock Creek Park 
cannot long sa tisfy t h e District's need for 
outdoor recreation. The Soldiers' Home 
grounds h ave already been sacrificed for 
more urban construction. Glover-Archbold 
remains to help provide for these ever
increasing needs. 

Though Rock Creek P ark is still one of our 
finest herit ages, m any developments have 
seriously u n dermined its physical condi
tion. It is well known that a wa t ershed 
needs special care to protect the valley fioor. 
In Rock Creek Park, roads and picnic areas 
of excessive use have been allowed to invade 
sections which should h ave been kept in 
shrubbery and effective cover plant ing. The 
destruct ive erosion resulting is an eyesore 
to all who ha ve any understanding of sick
n ess in a landscape. Glover -Archbold re
m ains relatively unharmed, in the main sec
tion given by Mrs. Archbold and Mr. Glover. 
If a road is cut through, it will . become a 
classic example of the most complete and 
senseless k ind of destruct ion for a stream
valley park. We st ill h ave the opportunity 
to preserve it as a prime example of the 
wisest plan for such an area. 

For several years, the District plans have 
included, on dubious lega l authority, a four
lane divided h ighway down the length of 
Glover-Archbold. No date for construction 
has been given, and there has been no op-
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portunity for the ·citizens affected to have -a. 
voice in the matter. Now, -since June of 
1957, the threat to the park has become 
explicit, immediate, and much more alarm
ing than former plans. The National Capi
tal Planning Commission, over the protests 
of some District authorities, has voted to 
recommend the route through Glover-Arch
bold for the truck branch of Route 240. 
This multilane superhighway would mean 
the complete obliteration of the park and 
the serious deterioration of valuable com
munities all along the route. The plan 
would be very costly in terms of immediate 
destruction as well as the ultimate down
grading of one of the finest sections of the 
city. 

Some general principles of highway plan
ning should be kept in mind when consider
ing the merits of the several alternate routes 
possible. In many respects, indeed, this 
Glover Park routing appears to be in con
tradiction to the provisions of the Federal 
Highway Act providing for such intercity 
expressways. One of the st rongest argu
ments against this sort of plan is the fact 
that its whole concept may be wrong in the 
light of present traffic conditions. To bring 
any such main artery down through a city 
to dump its masses of traffic intact in the 
already overcrowded heart of the community 
is foolish and obsolete. Every possibility 
should be given for through traffic to bypass 
thickly settled areas, and that which must 
come into the city should be tapered off 
and dispersed all along its path into the 
center. Other cities have gone along this 
sequence of excessive and unwise building of 
superhighways on outdated routes, only to 
find that they have increased their traffic 
impasses instead of helping them. Must 
Washington retrace every mistake of other 
communities and finally have to spend far 
more money to ·try to undo the damage? 
We still have the priceless opportunity to 
take advantage of the best and latest knowl
edge and to be a model instead of a horrible 
example. 

Many people are discouraged in their 
efforts to do anything about these problems 
by the multiplicity of authorities ruling 
Washington, and the lack of ways for ordi
nary citizens to take effective action. We 
can make ourselves heard, however. The 
National Capital Planning Commission vote 
is advisory, and other . officials must still 
make their decisions. Everyone who de
plores these plans and the authoritarian 
way in which they are handed down can 
write to Mr. Harland Batholomew, of the 
National Capital Planning Commission, to 
Mr. Fred A. Seaton, Secretary of the Interior 
(including the National Park Service), to 
the District of Columbia Commissioners, to 
the District Committee of the Senate, and 
to the Committees on Interior and Insular 
Affairs of both the House and the Senate. 
Citizens of Maryland, especially, can speak 
effectively to the Maryland-National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission. If your own 
Congressman serves on a committee con
cerned with these matters, be sure to let him 
know your views; it is a good idea. to do so 
whatever his special assignments. At the 
least, we must insist on public hearings. 
The authorities can be persuaded to enforce 
a wiser policy for our parks and for our city. 

STATEMENT OF THE AUDUBON SOCIETY OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA IN RESPECT TO 
GLOVER-ARCHBOLD PARK 

(Presented by John F. Floberg before the 
Subcommittee on the District of Columbia. 
of the Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Senator JOHN 0. PASTORE, chairman) 
The Audubon Society of the District of Co

lumbia protests against the inclusion in the 
1960 District budget ot an appropriation for 
the construction of Glover-Archbold Park
way. This is a time when crucial District 

_appropriations have had to be cut in the 

interests of- economy. We urge that a sub
stantial saving be made by striking this 
$880,000 item from the budget. The ulti
mate cost of about $5 million listed for this 
expressway can well be used in other ways. 
This road is unwise from the standpoint of 
traffic control, and it will destroy the last 
safe, unspoiled woodland park remaining in 
the District. The road has remair-ed on the 
District highway plans for years in the face 
of considerable public opposition. Hearings 
on this bill are the first chance the pu·blic 
has had to oppose this road before a com
mit tee of Congress. Had we known in time 
that such an item was in the budget, we 
should have protested at the House hearings. 
Since that committee took action too quick
ly to permit us to speak there, we must 
rely on this committee to consider our side 
of the case. 

Two years ago, it was proposed that Rout e 
240 be brought into the city by way of 
Glover-Archbold Park. The Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia held a hearing on 
this plan on January 6, 1958, at which such 
convincing opposition was made that an
other route was recommended. The pres
ent District road plans for a 50-mile-an
hour expressway would be virtually as com
plete in their destruction of the park. At 
the time of the Route 240 hearings, the Po
tomac Valley Conservation and Recreation 
Council published a small pamphlet, de
scribing the park and the effects of a. road 
upon it. Since the council's statement ap
plies as well to the present plans, I include 
copies with this testimony for the commit
tee's information. Perhaps it might be in
cluded in the record. 

As a traffic artery, Glover-Archbold Park
way would only parallel existing routes for 
heavy traffic-Massachusetts Avenue, Wis
consin Avenue, Arizona Avenue, and Dale
carlia Parkway-which either are or could 
relatively easily and cheaply be made more 
than adequate to carry District traffic in the 
direction of Canal Road and downtown. If 
it is essential to provide additional highway 
capacit y along the river for the benefit of 
commut ers from Montgomery County, an ex
cellent route is still available in the pro
posed Little Falls Parkway. Before the ex
ceptionally fine woodland of Glover-Arch
bold Park is destroyed, let us examine closely 
the whole concept of proliferating express
ways that threatens to turn the District into 
another Los Angeles. Under Senator ALAN 
BIBLE, a thorough study of Washington 
metropolitan problems has been made this 
past year. This committee's reports clearly 
caution a-gainst trying _to provide for un
limited automobile traffic at the expense of 
every other value of urban life. A warning 
from a Lewis Mumford article in the Archi
tectural Record for April 1958, as reprinted 
in the hearings of Senator BIBLE's commit
tee, is appropriate: 

"Our major highway systems are conceived. 
in the interests of speed • * • that is to say 
as arteries. That conception would be a 
sound one, provided the major arteries are 
not overdeveloped- to the exclusion of all the 
minor elements of transportation. Highway 
planners have to realize that these arteries 
must not be thrust into the delicate tissue 
of our cities; the blood they circulate must 
rather enter through an elaborate network 
of minor bloodvessels and capillaries. • • * 
Perhaps our age will be known to the future 
l).istorian as the age of the bulldozer and 
the exterminator. • * • Nowhere is this 
bulldozing habit of mind so disastrous as 
in the approach to the city. Since the en
gineer regards his work as more important 
than the other human functions it serves, he 
does not hesitate to lay waste woods, streams, 
parks, and human neighborhoods in order 
to carry his roads straight to their supposed 
destination." 

The cost to Washington will be far greater 
than $5 million, if this highway is built. 

There is no way- to estimate the dollar value 
of the park which would be lost. Authorities 
on city planning emphasize urgently the 
need for just such strips of park and wood
land through a city, not only for their edu
cational and recreational use, but for the 
beauty and health of the city itself. Visitors 
from other cities and countries have been 
amazed at our good fortune in having such 
an area remaining and horrified that any
one would think of destroying it. 

The main area of this park, between Mas
sachusetts Avenue and Reservoir Road, pro
vides a highly accessible area of quiet and 
beauty only a step away from thickly popu
lated residential sections. The wealth of 
native plants and wildlife here is only sensed 
by the casual stroller, but the botanical sur
vey being made by a member ·of our society 
has revealed many hundred kinds of plants, 
including rare flowers. The bird life is 
exceptionally rich and varied, largely be
cause of the abundant food and cover in the 
stream valley. Even the elusive pileated 
woodpeckers still nest here. Here also a child 
can really begin to learn the wonders and 
complexities of his natural world, something 
that no artificial landscaped park can ever 
show him. 
- A bulldozer can destroy this area in a few 
days, but it would take hundreds of years for 
nature to bring it back to its present state. 
Any road through this park will destroy most 
of these values, and it will also take away 
another aspect just as important to human 
use. Now the park is a safe place, and the 
Park Police explain this by saying that there 
are no roads through it to bring in trouble
makers and loiterers. 

More and more people seek something 
more than organized, mechanized recrea
tion, and as the population grows, the need 
for the kind of recreation possible in Glov
er-Archbold grows just as urgently as the 
need for roads. Nor is there any substitute 
for it, as mass transport can supplement 
roads. The park is being well-used for the 
purposes for which it was given to Wash
ington, as a natural woodland and chil
dren's playground. 

The Washington area is already becom
ing deficient in parks, because as the city 
has grown we have not followed the prece
dent of earlier generations in setting aside 
adequate areas. Let us not compound this 
error by destroying those parks which re
main to us. If a highway must be built, 
let us face up to the necessity of buying 
right-of-way, instead of considering our 
parks as just cheap, available vacant land. 
Parks are essential features that distinguish 
a good place to live from the forbidding 
deserts of massed buildings that many 
cities have become. The section of Wash
ington surrounding Glover-Archbold Park is 
still a highly desirable ·neighborhood, com
bining the advantages of urban convenience 
with some of the amenities of suburban liv
ing. For this, Glover-Archbold Park is 
largely responsible. An expressway driven 
through the heart of this section will seri
ously degrade the adjacent residential com
munities. It is not to the advantage of 
the suburbs to destroy the heart of this 
city, the District, just for their temporary 
convenience. . And it is certainly absurd for 
the District to deliberately do it to it
self. 

We should like to invite the members of 
this committee to let us show them this 
park, if they are unfamiliar with it. lt is 
Qne of Washington's unique assets. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a letter dated 
May 26, 1959, addressed to me by Rob
ert E. McLaughlin, President of the 
Board of Commissioners for the District 
of Columbia, may be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 
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There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, .as follows: 

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA, 

Washington, D.C., May 26, 1959. 
The Honorable JOHN 0. PASTORE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PASTORE: This letter is in re• 
gard to the need now for construction funds 
for the Glover-Archbold Parkway as an es
sential item of the Mass Transportation Sur
vey. 

The final report of the engineer consultant 
for the Mass Transportation Survey indi
cates a need for a four-lane parkway in 
Glover-Archbold Park, just as it indicates a 
need for the Inner Loop, the Anacostia 
Freeway, the Potomac River Freeway, and 
the southwest Freeway, (to the engineer con
sultant's final report to the Planning Com
misf.ion and Planning Council have added 
in addition to the need for the Glover
Archbold Parkway, a freeway in the Wiscon
sin Avenue corridor which would turn east
ward across Rock Creek Park.) 

The Mass Transportation Survey will urge 
an acceleration of the highway and parkway 
construction program in the District of Co
lumbia and the entire region. 

It would not be in the best interests of 
the region for the Congress to defer any item 
justified in the survey report while the 
whole report is being analyzed by the Con
gress. To put it another way, to delete 
funds from the District's fiscal year 1960 
budget for Glover-Archbold Parkway is as 
unjustified as it would be to delete funds 
therefrom for the Inner Loop, the Anacostia 
Freeway, the Potomac River Freeway, and 
the Southwest Freeway, all of which appear 
in the final report of the Mass Transporta
tion Survey. 

A four-lane parkway in Glover-Archbold 
Park is the lightest traffic facility known to 
be proposed in the park by any agency. The 
Planning Commission, which approved the· 
construction funds in this year's budget for 
the parkway, had in 1957 recommended to 
the Commissioners (over the vigorous ob
jection of the former Engineer Commis
sioner, General Lane) that Interstate Route 
240 be constructed in Glover-Archbold Park. 
Such a facility would not have a four-lane 
divided parkway for passenger vehicles only, 
but a nine-lane facility for mixed traffic, in
cluding trucks. The Board of Commission
ers rejected the Planning Commission pro
posal as being in violation of moral and le
gal obligations and sound government policy. 

The 1948 agreement between the Board 
of Commissioners and the National Park 
Service, whereby the District would con
struct the parkway in Glover-Archbold Park, 
states that the parkway is a basic element 
"essential to the development of the park 
and parkway system of the Nation's Capital 
• • • so as to permit the full enjoyment of 
the property for park purposes and at the 
same time supply the needs for traffic in 
this section." 

The Board of Commissioners urges the 
Senate to appropriate the $880,000 of con
struction funds requested for Glover-Arch
bold Parkway so that the above stated pur
pose can promptly be brought into being. 

Sincerely yours, 
RoBERT E. McLAUGHLIN, 

President, Board of Commissioners. 

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE AND THE GOVERN
MENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RELA• 
TIVE TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE ARIZONA 
PARKWAY 

. Memorandum of ocooperative agreement 
made this 16th day of April 1948, by and 
between the National Park Service and the 
government of the District of Columbia 

hereby provides the following stipulations 
for the development of the Arizona Parkway 
between Canal Road and Van Ness Street 
located in the Glover and Archbold Park 
areas within the Foundry Branch Valley as 
hereinafter specified. 

Whereas the Arizona Parkway, when con
structed, will occupy a portion of the valley 
of Foundry Branch along the general line 
of Arizona Avenue as recorded on the Distirct 
of Columbia highway plan and is considered 
essential to provide additional and improved 
traffic facilities in the District of Columbia, 
and to provide adequate facilities for ve
hicular access for the extensive park area 
south of Massachusetts Avenue as a scenic 
parkway so that the area may be used for the 
pleasure and recreation of the great number 
of people who will visit it; and 

Whereas the National Park Service, 
through its field office, the National Capital 
Parks, is the agency charged with the ad
ministration, maintenance, improvement, 
and protection of the park and parkway sys
tem of the National Capital and the adjoin
ing metropolitan area; and 

Whereas the District Commissioners, 
through the Department of Highways, are 
the agency charged with the development of 
highways to care for the general vehicular 
traffic of the District; and 

Whereas the Arizona Avenue right-of-way 
of approximately 100 feet in width, as re
corded in the District of Columbia highway 
plan, was acquired in March 1893 by the 
District of Columbia for a major highway 
along and through Foundry Branch between 
Canal Road and Van Ness Street, but is not 
adequate either in its location or width to 
const ruct a properly designed highway and 
to properly serve traffic and provide for ade
quate access to the park areas; and 

Whereas the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia by appropriate action on Oc
tober 10, 1893, n amed this proposed high
way "Arizona Avenue," but are not averse to 
substituting for the said highway the name 
"Arizona Parkway"; and 

Whereas congressional action provides that 
all land acquired for park and parkway pur
poses shall become a part of the park sys
tem of the District of Columbia under the 
control of the National Park Service; and 

Whereas this park and parkway are basic 
elements essential to the development of the 
park and parkway system of the National 
Capital, and the parkway can be made to 
serve as an access to the park so as to 
permit of the full enjoyment of the property 
for park purposes and at the same time 
supply the needs for trafilc in this section; 
and 

Whereas the government of the District 
of Columbia, the National Park Service, and 
the National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission are of the opinion that an all
purpose highway through the Foundry 
Branch Valley is unnecessary and would 
interfere with passenger-car traffic, and 
favor the creation of a properly designed 
parkway located generally along the floor of 
the Foundry Branch Valley; and 

Whereas Mr. Charles C. Glover, Mrs. Anne 
Archbold, and others have donated certain 
large tracts of la-nd in and adjoining the 
Foundry Branch Valley with the under
standing at the time of the donations that 
the areas donated would be preserved and 
treated as a park reservation; and 

Whereas it is the opinion of the govern
ment of the District of Columbia, the Na
tional Park Service, and the National Cap
ital Park and Planning Commission that 
the Foundry Branch Valley should be treated 
so as to develop its greatest use, its greatest 
beauty, and its greatest convenience to the 
public, and are also of the opinion that any 
roadway constructed within the Foundry 
Branch Valley should be of a parkway char
acter that will provide facilities as a means 

of access to the park and to provide for a 
scenic highway for through traffic; and 

Whereas it is · the opinion of the govern
ment of the District of Columbia, the Na
tional Park Service, and the National Cap
ital Park and Planning Commission that a 
parkway could be policed and protected more 
advantageously by the U.S. Park Police force 
than by the Metropolitan Police force of the 
District of Columbia; and 

Whereas traffic studies undertaken by the 
District of Columbia government indicate the 
necessity for a traffic-way between Canal 
Road and Wisconsin Avenue in the vicinity 
of Tenley Circle, with appropriately devel
oped connections with the K Street Elevated 
Highway currently under construction and 
with suitable grade separation structures and 
traffic interchanges at appropriate locations; 
and 

Whereas sufficient land adjoining Arizona 
Avenue right-of-way has been acquired 
through donations and purchase by public 
agencies to permit of desirable changes in 
alinement of the present Arizona Avenue 
right-of-way and the construction of a four
lane divided parkway with suitable grade 
separations and interchanges at important 
east and west streets; and 

Whereas the government of the District of 
Columbia is authorized to acquire sufficient 
land not now in public ownership to com
plete the project between the terminal points 
(Canal Road and Tenley Circle) : 

Now, therefore, and in consideration of 
the premises and the several promises to be 
performed as hereinafter set forth, the gov
ernment of the District of Columbia and the 
National Park Service do hereby mutually 
agree as follows: . 

ARTICLE I. The National Park Service will 
make available to the government of the 
District of Columbia, for the construction of 
the Arizona Parkway, such right-of-way in 
the Foundry Branch Valley, in addition to 
that now controlled by the District of Co
lumbia in the form of Arizona Avenue, as 
may later be determined sufficient to con
struct the said Arizona Parkway between 
Canal Road and Van Ness Street, provided 
the District of Columbia acquires the neces
sary right-of-way north of Van Ness Street 
to make a suitable connection into Wiscon
sin Avenue. Similarly, the District of Co
lumbia will make available to the Nation~ 
Park Service for park purposes those portions 
of the present Arizona Avenue now under the 
control of the District of Columbia that are 
not necessary for the development of the 
parkway proper. 

ART. II. The making available of this right
of-way by the National Park Service and the 
making available to the National Park Serv
ice by the District of Columbia of that por
tion of Arizona Avenue not needed for the 
construction of the parkway proper are done 
with the understanding that the parkway is 
to be constructed by the District of Columbia 
and shall be limited to the use of passenger
carrying vehicles. 

ART. III. The parkway proper {that is, the 
paved portion between the outside limits of 
curbs) shall, upon completion, be under the 
jurisdiction of the District of Columbia for 
all purposes, except that the control of traffic, 
policing by the U.S. Park Police, the opera
tion and maintenance of lighting system and 
the issuance of permits shall be under the 
jurisdiction of the National Park Service and 
shall be administered in accordance with the 
approved National Capital Parks Regulations. 
It is further understood that that section of 
the projeot north of Van Ness Street from the 
end of the present Arizona Avenue right-of
way will be constructed on rights-of-way to 
be acquired by the District of Columbia as 
street areas, maintained and administered in 
the same manner in all respects as any other 
street area unde~ the jurisdiction of the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia. 
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ART. IV. T~e parkway will J.?e constructed 

-by the Dist:r.i~t of 9o1umbia. ';I'he work to be 
done by the Distt:ict, in connection _with such 
construction, will include, in addition to the 
paving of the ro~dways the n~cessary curbs 
and drainage system, the initial lighting in
stallation, guard rails, planting, shoulders, 
and other features essential to a completed 
project of a parkway character. Grading of 
the center strip or medial, as well as the 
necessary area outside of the shoulders,· will 
be undertaken in connection with the initial 
construction in accordance with approval of 
plans as provided for in article VI and IX of 
this agreement. Access roads at the two pro
posed interchanges will be constructed with 
the main parkway roads and will be subject 
to the same conditions as described for the 
main parkway road. 

ART. V. The National Park Service and the 
government of the District of Columbia will 
consult with each other during all stages of 
planning and construction, collaborating 
with each other with regard to all phases of 
reconnaissance and preliminary surveys to 
establish a location that is satisfactory to the 
District of Columbia and the National Park 
Service. 

ART. VI. In the preparation of plans, the 
width of-roadway, the width of surfacing, and 
the location and layout of access roads will 
be determined jointly by the National Park 
Service and the government of the District 
of Columbia. 

ART. VII. The size of drainage structures, 
the elevation of grade lines across water 
courses, the depth of surfacing, the charac
ter and size of foundations, structural design 
of bridges, and all phases of improvements 
which affect the structural integrity of the 
proposed construction are features for which 
the government of the District of Columbia 
will be primarily responsible. 

ART. VIII. The architectural design of 
bridges and other structures, including re
taining walls and guard walls, and rate and 
shape of slopes in cuts and fills, the landscape 
development of :the right-of-way, the loca
tion and design of park areas outside the 
curb limits of the parkway surfaced areas 
are features for which the National Park 
Service will be primarily responsible. 

ART. IX. The contract plans and specifica
tions will be prepared by the government of 
the District of Columbia and will include 
such architectural and landscape plans and 
specifications prepared by the National Park 
S~rvice as the Park Service may deem neces
sary. Plans and specifications shall be sub
ject to the review and approval of the Direc
tor of the National Park Service. 

ART. X. During the period of construction, 
the National Park Service will make such 
inspections of the work as may be desirable. 

ART. XI. Minor alterations which are au
thorized under the contract without a modi
fication thereof and which are deemed nec
essary during the progress of the work may 
be ordered through proper channels after 
mutual agreement between the parties to 
this agreement. 

ART. XII. When the project or any inte
gral part thereof is nearing completion, the 
government of the District of Columbia will 
notify the National Park Service when the 
final inspection is to be made, allowing ample 
time for the contractor to complete the con
struction of any item recommended in the 
preliminary inspection. Final inspection 
shall be performed by the government of the 
District of Columbia offici-als in company 
with the National Park Service officials. If, 
upon final inspection, the project has been 
completed according to plans and specifica
tions, the National Park Service will submit 
a written statement that the work has been 
p erformed in a satisfactory manner and is 
approved by the National Park SerVice. 

ART. XIII. It is understood that it is the 
bitEmtion of tlie ·District· of · Columbia to 
submit this P!Oject to the _Public Roads Ad
ministration, requesting its participation 
under the then-current Federal Aid Highway 
Act. It is further understood that, in pur
s~ing this method of financing and proce
dure for construction, the plans and speci
fi.cations are subject to the approval of the 
Public Roads Administration. It is further 
understood that the government of the Dis
trict of . Columbia and the National , Park 
Service will respectively bear their own over
head expenses of plamiing and technical 
p articipation from funds under their re
spective control. 

ART. XIV. All existing underground utili
ties owned or controlled by the District of 
Columbia and other essential utilities, such 
as sewers, in the line of the parkway pro
jection will be permitted to remain and 
continued in service. Additions to the pres
ent services will be permitted by joint ap
proval as to location and other conditions 
as deemed necessary and advisable upon the 
joint approval of the Park Service and the 
District of Columbia. All such installations 
shall be accessible to the District govern
ment for maintenance, repairs and improve
ments as may be deemed necessary. After 
completion of the parkwa y, permits for other 
than Distr ict-owned utilities shall be issued 
and adm in istered by the National Park 
Service after consultation and approval by 
appropr iate representa tives of the govern
ment of the District of Columbia. If neces
sary, the P ark Service will make available 
to· the District· of Columbia for roadway re
pairs, cleaning of drainage structures, and 
like pur p oses, areas outside of the paved area 
of the main parlcway, 

That wherever in this agreement the gov
ernment of the District of Columbia or the 
National Park Service are referred to, the 
t erm shall include their duly authorized 
representatives. 

A. E . DEMARAY, 
Acting Director, National Park Service. 

Approved by the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia sitting as a board, 
April 16, 1948. 

G. M. THORNETT, 
Secretary, Board of Commissioners. 

GLOVER-ARCHBOLD PARKWAY 
PURPOSE 

Support the $880,000 item in the fiscal 
year 1960 District of Columbia budget as 
recommended by the Bureau of the Budget 
and approved by the House of Representa
tives and the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee. 

BACKGROUND 
In 1893 the District acquired a 100-foot 

right-of-way for the length of Foundry 
Branch Valley, now known as Glover-Arch
bold Park. Right-of-way was for an all
purpose highway, including trucks. 

Bordering on the 100-foot ali-purpose 
highway right-of-way are: 

Acquired Area 
(acres) 

D ate Percent 
of park 

---------1---- --------
Purchased by Federal 

and District Govern
ments'----------- ---

D edicated by Glover 2 _ _ 

Dedicated by Arch-bold 2 ______ _ ___ ______ _ 

76. 9 1926-43 
78.0 1923 

28.1 1924 

1 For park and parkway use. 

42.0 
42.6 

15.4 

2 Terms of dedication permit parkway use in legal 
opinion of Corporation Counsel. 

At present park has only a minor amount 
of useful, accessible recreation areas and 1s 
largely composed of unkempt woodland 
which is difficult to traverse. Debris and 
rubbish clutter about and a sewer line lies 
on the ground for a portion of its length. 

Since 1948 the District has had formal 
written agreement with National Park Serv
ice that: 

(a) District would build scenic, •·land
scaped Glover-Archbold Parkway of 4 lanes 
fitted into natural contour of the park for 
passenger vehicles only. 

(b) The parkway would "permit of the 
full enjoyment of the property for park pur
poses and at the same time supply the needs 
for traffic in this section." 

(c) Parkway would utilize some of the 
District's 100 foot right-of-way, some of 
park. 

(d) District would abandon use of its 100 
foot right-of-way for all-purpose highway. 

(e) District would make available to Park 
Service for park purposes portion of 100 foot 
right-of-way not utilized for 4 lane park
way. 

In 1957, the National Capital Planning 
Commission approved a committee report, 
supported by the National Park Service rep
resentative, that Interstate Route 240 be con
structed along routes "C" or "D", both of 
which lay in Glover-Archbold Park. That 
would have been an all-purpose highway 
(for trucks) of 8 lanes plus a 9th climbing 
lane. 

In January 1958, the Board of Commis
sioners found that legal and moral obliga
tions and sound government policy dictate 
against building an interstate (all-purpose) 
route in Glover-Archbold Park. 

In their deliberations on the Mass Trans
portation Survey, the National Capital Plan
ning Commission and the National Capital 
Regional Planning Council have publicly 
approved on November 7, 1958, a parkway 
in Glover-Archbold Park as part of the rec
ommended regional transportation system. 
The National Park Service representative 
voted affirmatively. 

In recognition of the 1948 agreement be
tween the District and the Park Service, the 
Planning Commission and Planning Council 
showed no parkway in Glover-Archbold Park 
in excess of the 4 lanes agreed to in 1948. 

In May 1959, the Planning Council and 
Planning Commission placed in the Mass 
Transportation System a freeway which 
would be in addition to the Glover-Arch
bold Parkway. 

CONCLUSION 
(a) The proposed parkway is "essential to 

the development of the park and parkway 
system of the National Capital, and the 
parkway can be made to serve as an access 
to the park so as to permit of the full en
joyment of the property for park purposes 
and at the same time supply the needs for 
traffic in this section" as stated in the 1948 
agreement between the District of Columbia 
government and the National Park Service. 

(b) The $880,000 item in the District's 
1960 budget as approved by the House of 
Representatives and the Senate Committee 
on Appropriations should be passed by the 
Senate. 

THE GERMAN CONFERENCES AND 
PEACE- COMMENCEMENT . AD
DRESS BY SENATOR MANSFIELD, 
OF MONTANA 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, on Sun

day, May 24, 1959, the junior Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD] de
livered a very fine commencement ad
dress at Gonzaga University, in Spokane, 
Wash. The address deals with the Ger
man· conferences and peace, and is very 
thought-provokmg·. · 

I ask unanimous consent that the ad
dress delivered by the junior Senator 
from Montana be printed in the body of 
the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
- THE GERMAN CONFERENCES AND PEACE 

(Address of Sen-ator MIKE MANSFIELD, Dem
ocrat of Montana, at commencement ex
ercis~s, Gonzaga University, Spokane, 
Wash., May 24, 1959) 
As you know, there is a Co~ference of 

Foreign Ministers in progress 1n Genev_a. 
This conference is likely to be followed 1n 
the summer by a meeting of heads of states. 
In short, we are embarked on what may 
prove to be extended negotiations in an effort 
to untangle the problems of peace which 
have accumulated in the wake of World War 
II. 

We cannot forsee how long this process of 
negotiation may go on. Nor can we predict 
what it is likely to produce in the end. It 
is sufficient to the moment, however, if the 
negotiations represent a serious eff~rt to 
make a start in cutting through the Jungle 
of sterile slogans in which the problems of 
Germany and central Europe h~ve bee~ so 
long enmeshed. It is sufficient 1f a serwus 
effort is made ·to find, in this jungle, the 
clearings of reason, the areas of adjustment 
of bonafide interests. 

Negotiations on an international issue are 
never a simple process and the problem of 
Germany is most complex. Sometimes, as 
we discovered at the opening of the Geneva 
Conference, it is even difficult to decide 
whether the negotiators are to sit at a round 
table a square table or at separate tables. 
Som~ of the issues which must still be dealt 
with are going to be, I can assure you, a lot 
more perplexing than that. At stake in the 
c'urrent negotiations may well be the future 
of many nations, the freedom of Europe and 
the peace of the world. 

The task which confronts our new Secre
tary of State in these negotiations, there
fore, is one of the most demanding which 
can fall to any man in public life. 

I have no wish to add to his burdens by 
anything that I may say here today or, in
deed at any time. Let me stress that I 
have' every confidence in the ability, the 
experience and the patriotism of Secretary 
Christian Herter. This sentiment, I may 
add is shared by the entire Senate. Just 
a f~w weeks ago we confirmed his appoint
ment by a vote of 93 to 0. 

When Secretary Herter, as the representa
tive of the President, speaks in Geneva, he 
is speaking for all of us. Let there be no 
doubt on that score either abroad or at 
home. Under the Constitution, it is the 
President and his designated representatives 
who conduct the foreign policy of the 
United States. The Senate advises in this 
process and, in the last analysis, it must 
consent. It is the President, however, 
directly or through his representatives, who 
must speak and act on behalf of the rest 
of us. 

That does not mean that Senators do not 
have in their individual capacities or as a 
body, any concern in matters of foreign 
pulley. On the contrary they have a re
sponsibility to consider any problem which 
affects-as foreign policy does-the fortunes, 
the happiness, the very survival of the pea
pie of the United States. Senators have an 
obligation to inform, to debate, to try to 
make a constructive contribution to the 
solution of such problems. They have a 
clear-cut duty to speak out on these prob
lems, when conscience and reason compels, 
to speak out notwithstanding the fear of 
censure or the political attractions of 
silence. 

May I say that many Members of the 
Senate have spoken out on the German 
situation in recent months and the impact 
of their words, I believe, has been felt in a 
constructive fashion in the basic policies 

from which we are now negotiating in Germany. It is a dangerous oversimplifi
Geneva. 

I, myself, had occasion to advance cer
tain ideas on Germany last February in the 
Senate. I did so because I was persuaded, 
then, that we were drifting dangerously 
into crisis through a reluctance to face 
changes in the German situation and are~
icence to make adjustments in our poll
cies to meet these changes. I have dis
cussed German problems on several occa
sions since that time. I propose to speak 
of them again today. I do so because these 
problems are of special concern to you grad
uates. It is your generation which will 
bear the heaviest consequences of any 
failure of my generation to deal competently 
with them. 

BACKGROUND OF THE GERMAN CONFERENCES 
Let me point out at the outset that in 

present circumstances, there are several re
gions of the world in which there exists. a 
serious potential of conflict. War can begm 
in the Far East. It can begin in the Middle 
East. It can begin in Germany and central 
Europe, the area which I propose to discuss 
with you now. 

I put this fact, this grim fact, to you 
bluntly. I do so because I am satiefied that 
as mature and responsible Americans you do 
not need to be spoon-fed on reassurance that 
all is right with the world. I do so, too, 
because I believe the tragedy of war is best 
prevented by facing its possibilities in a 
realistic fashion, by weighing these possi
bilities carefully, by acting on them honestly 
and in good time. 

I will not hold out to you the comforting 
thought that nuclear war, being too te~rible 
to contemplate is therefore too destruct1ve to 
be fought. As a former teacher of history, 
I find this thought-despite its considerable 
currency-completely illusory. It is unsup
ported by the historic experience of man
kind. 

War can come today as it has come many 
times in the past. It can come by the design 
of madness and aggression. It can come by 
accident or miscalculation, despite a basic 
desire of an to avoid it. It can be a limited 
conflict, as in Korea, or it can be of an extent 
which will reduce to radioactive ruin the 
l~_i!gacy of several thousand years of human 
civilization. 

It is against this background, it seems to 
me that the present conference in Geneva 
and any others in Germany which may fol
low must be seen. The danger of conflict in 
the German situation is real. It will not be 
dissolved by ignoring the reality. It will not 
be dissolved by a breast-beating bravado. 
Nor will it be dissolved by protestations of 
peace on all sides, while the clouds of con
flict continue to gather. 

One cannot say at this time with any 
certainty whether it will be possible to end 
or even to reduce significantly the danger of 
war in Germany and central Europe. To find 
out the chances for doing so is, after all, the 
underlying purpose of the present confer-

en:tseems to me, however, that if there is 
to be a valid hope for a more durable peace, 
it is to be found in an accurate identifica
tion of the sources from whence the danger 
of war arises. Then, if the wlll to peace is 
present in all, or, to put it another way, if 
there exists a sincere desire on the part of 
au to continue to live in a reeognizable civili
zation, there will be a common eff<>rt to abate, 
control, or eliminate these sources. That 
common effort will take the form of frank 
and honest negotiations, negotiations which 
can produce conditions of peace through 
mutual restraint, thr~lUgh concessions which 
match concessions. 

cation, it seems to me, to see the danger of · 
war in that country solely in terms of the 
diabolical doings of our opponents. That is 
a childlike, or, if you will, a propagandistic 
interpretation of the facts <>f international 
life. To be sure the Soviet Union is ruth
less in the way it strives to expel freedom 
from all of Germany. Indeed, the Russian 
rulers will leave, unturned, no stone which 
they can lift--not only in Germany but any
where in the world in order to undermine 
freedom. In recognizing that, however, let 
us not overlook in all honesty our own de
sire to terminate Soviet influence in Ger
many and our own antipathy to communism 
wherever it may exist in the world. 

To conclude that the Russians are the sole 
cause of the problem in Germany is to ~pe 
the practices of Soviet propaganda wh1ch 
have held that the problem is due solely to 
the machinations of the United States and 
other Western nations. A mutual finger 
pointing of this kind may relieve feelings. 
It may fill both sides with self-righteous
ness. It does not abate the danger in Ger
many and central Europe. The threat of 
war remains and it is a threat not only to 
the well-being of Russians but of Americans 
as well and, indeed, of all humanity. 

We shall get closer to the reality if we 
see the problem not as a one-sided matter 
but, in part, as a mutual repulsion between 
freedom and communism, a repulsion which 
has led to a cold war fought largely without 
Marquis of Queensbury rules. That cold 
war, acting as it does, to keep a high state 
of tension in Germany is, indeed one of the 
major sources of the potential conflict. 

But let us go on from there. Let us 
recognize, too, that the danger of war also 
derives from the close and unstable contact 
of hostile and ever more powerfully armed 
military forces-Western and Communist-
in a divided Germany and. particularly, in 
a divided Berlin. The contact, at any time, 
can produce as it has, local military inci
dents or clashes. It is far from inconceiv
able that such incidents, in this day of 
quickening countdowns, ca~ precipitate a 
war of prestige, a war of acc1dent which no 
nation really wants. It is risk enough when 
a war of annihilation can be set in motion 
by a calculated word from Moscow. It is 
risk beyond reason when it can be set off 
by the madness or misjudgment of any 
one of the many military commanders scat
tered through Germany. 

Let us recognize, finally, that the danger 
of war in Germany derives in major part 
from still a third cal!se. It derives from 
the festering of a large collection of un
solved political problems in and around that 
nation. Principal among them is the con
tinued division of Germany, 15 years after 
the war, and the continuance of a status 
for that nation which while it is no longer 
one of war is not yet ·one of peace. 

These unsolved problems are related to 
the ideological struggle between freedom and 
communism. They are related to the pres
ent juxtaposition of the armed forces of 
West and East. Perhaps most important, 
however, they stem from nationalist fears, 
rivalries, hopes and pre~umptions which 
have characterized international relations 
within Europe for generations. 

All of these sources, then, contribute to 
the danger of war in and around Germany. 
Further, they pour their poisons into the 
relations among Europeans-East and West
heightening the estrangement between the 
two segments of the Continent and acting 
to perpetuate the injustice suffered by mil
li<>ns who are still denied genuine national 
equality and basic political rights in Eastern 
Europe. Finally in the world at large, they 

SOURCES OF CONFLICT IN GERMANY conspire With other sources in the Middle 
. Let me try first to describe for y~u the , East and in the Far East to keep the human 

principal sources of potential conflict in race continuously on the edge of disaster. 
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It is with these sources of conflict in and 
around Germany-all three of them-that 
the present conference and those which may 
follow must come to grips. Unless they do 
so they will serve little useful purpose. On 
the contrary they can do much harm. 

As I have already noted the period of 
negotiation on which we are now embarked 
may end quickly or it may go on for a long 
time. It may produce results in terms of a 
more durable peace or it may fail to do so. 
I daresay that the people of the world will 
understand and appreciate an honest try at 
achieving agreement even though its suc
cess may be limited. They will not under
stand, they will not appreciate a distortion 
of these conferences which turns the deepest 
of human hopes, the hope for a secure peace, 
into a finger-pointing exercise in self-right
eousness, into a search for the hollow vic
tories of propaganda war. 

I believe our Secretary of State is off to 
an excellent start in Geneva. His remarks 
have been temperate and restrained. They 
indicate clearly our earnest desire for fruitful 
negotiations. I wish that I could say the 
same for the attitude manifested by the 
Soviet delegate. 

Nevertheless, it will be well to reserve 
judgment on current negotiations until all 
the results are in. That course seems to 
me best calculated to support the efforts of 
those who represent us at Geneva. That 
course is best calculated to aid in bringing 
about sensible agreements for peace. 

POSSmLE RESULTS OF THE CONFERENCES 

Without straying from that course, I be
lieve it is possible to indicate to you the 
various directions in which these confer
ences can lead. 

( 1) These conferences can lead-again, let 
me be blunt-they can lead to a dead-end. 
There is no built-in guarantee of their suc
cess. They will certainly lead to a dead-end 
if propaganda advantage takes precedence 
over peace as the objective of any nation. 
They will certainly lead to that end if the 
words of conciliation are not encased in the 
acts of accommodation. 

These conferences can fail, they will fail, 
if any nation seeks a unilateral victory in 
them. The fact of the matter is that either 
all will win, in the sense that they will 
strengthen their highest common interest in 
the survival of a recognizable civilization, 
or all will lose. 

We will do well to recognize now the mean
ing of a failure of these conferences to us 
and to others. It does not follow that war 
will come the day after, a month after, a 
year after. It does follow that there is likely 
to be an increase in the tension in and 
around Germany, as well as elsewhere in the 
world. It does follow that the cost to all 
of us and to others of cold war and of arma
ments will rise. It does follow that an ever
increasing segment of the material and man
power resources of all nations will be di
verted to military purposes. I may note in 
this connection that 61 cents out of every 
one of our tax dollars that was spent by the 
Federal Government in 1958 went to main
tain the defenses of the Nation, and the fis
cal experience of other leading countries is 
similar. It does follow, too, that if these 
conferences fail, the brink of war on which 
the world now walks is likely to become ever 
more narrow as the pressures of potential 
conflict, unrelieved, continued to pound re
lentlessly at the remaining footholds of 
peace. 

(2) These conferences can lead in a second 
direction. If they follow this path they will 
appear not to have failed. They might even 
appear to hav~ succeeded and yet they will 
not succeed. To put it another way, they 
may follow the pattern of the Geneva Con
ferences of Heads of State in 1955. You will · 
recall that meeting and its oonsequences. It 

produced what seemed to be solutions but 
what, in fact, turned out to be generaliza· 
tions on peace. It produced a momentary 
abatement in the cold' war and with it, a 
grave readiness on the part of free peoples 
to accept the illusion of peace as the actu· 
ality of peace. The real sources of conflict, 
scarcely touched at Geneva, continued to 
operate. And in the ensuing years we came 
very close to war in Suez, Lebanon and the 
offshore islands of China. The cold war was 
resumed. The arms race intensified, with the 
West disadvantaged by its own laxity. 

We shall repeat the pattern of Geneva-
1955 in these current conferences only at the 
peril of heightening the danger of war in 
the future. We shall repeat it if we assume 
that the only threat to peace in the current 
crisis is Soviet pressure. The Russians may 
relax that pressure on Berlin for a month, 
6 months, indeed, indefinitely. But if that · 
is all that is produced by these conferences, 
the danger of war will not really be lifted. 
For as I tried to indicate at the outset the 
international problem in and around Ger
many is fed, not by Soviet diplomatic ma
neuvering alone but by multiple sources. 

(3) This suggests, then, the final direc
tion in which these conferences can go. If 
the will to peace is genuine, if the negotia
tions are honest, however hard the bargain
ing, they need not end in failure. Nor need 
they end in an illusion of accord which 
masks a reality of discord. They can pro
duce a pattern of evolving peace in and 
around Germany. 

If you will recall the sources of conflict 
which I suggested earlier in my remarks, I 
believe you will see, readily, the nature of 
this pattern. There will be, not merely a 
momentary easing of Soviet pressure on West 
Berlin but a new interim status for the en
tire city of Berlin with a United Nations or 
some other form of international guarantee 
of its security until it is once again the capi
tal of all Germany. There will be arrange
ments which will provide for the progres
sive unification of Germany and a progres
sive equalization of the public rights and 
duties of all Germans-East and West. 
There will be a progressive easement of the 
danger of war which now arises from the 
close contact of Communist and free forces 
in Germany and from the accumulating 
power of the armaments-East and West, 
German and non-German in that region. 
There will be a progressive healing in all the 
relationships of the nations-East and 
West-of the divided continent of Europe. 

May I say in this connection that I hope 
that the participation in the present meet
ings will continue to be limited to Russia, 
France, Britain, and the United States and 
the Germans of both East and West. This 
limited membership seems to me the best 
way to progress, at this time, on the imme
diate problems of Germany, and I believe 
Secretary Herter is quite correct in insisting 
upon maintaining the limitation. 

However, I do not think it is too soon to 
begin planning for a larger all-European 
conference. It is in such conference that 
the representatives of Poland, Czecho
slovakia, of Italy, Belgium, Netherlands, Den
mark, indeed of all the European countries 
can make their voices heard on the prob
lems of peace of Europe and, on other issues 
of primary interest to the people of that 
continent. I would hope, moreover, that in 
such a conference both the United States 
and the Soviet Union would remain in the 
background rather than in the foreground. 

To return to the matter of the German 
conferences, I should like to emphasize that 
we cannot, alone, govern their outcome. We 
cannot, alone assure that they will nrove in 
a constructive direction. What the Rus
sians do or do not do obviously will have a 
profound influence upon them. What the 
European nations, east and west, and the 

Germans, east and west, contribute to or de· 
tract from them-directly or indirectly-wlll 
have a profound influence on their outcome. 

When that has been said, however, let us 
recognize that no single influence in these 
conferences will be greater than that of our 
country. Let us recognize that fact, not 
with arrogant pride but with a deep sense 
of humility, with a full awareness of the 
grave responsibility which it places upon us. 
It will rest heavily with those who speak 
for the Nation in these conferences-the 
President and the Secretary of State, to 
work with dedication to prevent these con
ferences from ending in failure. It will rest 
heavily with them to avoid creating the 
illusion of settlement when, in fact, there is 
no settlement. It will rest heavily with them 
to lead this Nation in concert with others 
towards agreements for an equitable and 
evolving peace in Germany. If they do so 
lead they will not lack for support at home 
or from decent men and women throughout 
the world. 

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY MEMBERS 
OF THE CONGRESS OF NICARAGUA 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am de· 
lighted to have our majority leader pres· 
ent on the floor, because I know he will 
share my delight in presenting to the 
Senate this at'ternoon three very distin
guished visitors from a Latin American 
Republic. 

In my capacity as chairman of the 
Subcommittee on American Republics 
Affairs, it is my privilige and honor to 
introduce these three distinguished 
guests, who sit near me on the floor of 
the Senate at the present time. Two 
of them are Senators in the Nicaraguan 
Congress. One is the speaker of the 
Nicaraguan House. 

Before I introduce them by name, I 
should like to take a minute to tell the 
Senate of the United States something 
about their backgrounds and great rec· 
ords. 

The first man I shall introduce is the 
president of the upper house, the Sen
ate, of the Republic of Nicaragua. He 
was born in 1894. He is a physician and 
surgeon, having graduated from the 
University of Pennsylvania-in 1919. 

He is a member of the Liberal Party 
in Nicaragua. He has served as visiting 
physician at Abrington Memorial Hospi
tal, Pennsylvania, and at the Mayo 
Clinic, Rochester, Minn. 

In 1930 he served as Nicaraguan Con· 
sul in Baltimore, and has studied hy· 
giene and public health at Johns Hopkins 
Medical School. 

In 1936 he was Nicaraguan Minister 
of Foreign Relations, and later served 
as Medical Director of the National 
Guard and Chief of the Department of 
Health. 

It is a great privilege and high honor 
for me to introduce Senator Luis Man· 
uel Debayle. [Applause, Senators ris
ing.] 

Mr. President, our second honored 
guest, another senator from Nicaragua, 
was born in 1900. He studied business 
administration and economics in the 
United States in 1919 to 1929 at Wash
ington State College and New York Uni· 
versity. 

In 1957 he was a candidate for Presi
dent of Nicaragua on the Conservative 
ticket. 
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It is a great honor for me to introduce 
Senator Edmundo Amador Pinedo. [Ap~ 
plause, Senators rising.] 
, Mr. President .. our third d-istinguished 
guest is the speaker . of the House of 
the Nicaraguan Congress. He was born 
in 1915. He is a lawyer. He was a mem
ber of the board of directors, Mortgage 
Bank of Nicaragua from 1944 to 1945; 
Minister to Costa Rica from 1945 to 
1948; and Consul General in New York 
from 1948 to 1950. He was elected to 
the Nicaraguan Congress in 1951. 

I am privileged to introduce the 
speaker of the Nicaraguan House, Con
gressman Juan Jose Morales MarencQ. 
[Applause, Senators rising.] 

Mr. President, I am sure ~ bespe.ak 
the pleasur-e of the entire Senate when 
I extend to our distinguished guests from 
Nicaragua a most sincere welcome to 
the Senate of the United States. 

ACTION NEEDED ON AREA 
REDEVELOPMENT 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the 
opinions of financial writer Sylvia Por
ter are published in many daily news
papers. In a recent syndicated column 
she indicated that the Senate of the 
United States had acted intelligently 
when it voted affirmatively on the area 
redevelopment bill. 

Inasmuch as Miss Porter is a spe
cialist in reporting and evaluating mat
ters relating to the expenditure of dol
lars and the dividends from the dollars 
which are expended, I believe there is 
a special significance in the comments 
as published in her May 21, 1959, col
umn. 

Certainly an implication of this Sylvia 
Porter article is that the HouEe of Rep
resentatives should take favorable action 
on the area redevelopment measure. 

I feel i_t _appropriate that the column 
written by her and published May 21, 
1959, in the Cincinnati Post and Times
Star be printed in the RECORD, and I 
ask unanimous consent that it be in
cluded at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ACTION, NOT STUDY NEEDED 
(By Sylvia Porter) 

When Senate Majority Leader JoHNSON 
made headlines the Nation over a few weeks 
ago with his proposal that Congress create a 
special commission to make on-the-spot 
studies of unemployment so our lawmakers 
could ·"taste, smell, feel and hear the despair 
of those parts of the country where men and 
women cannot find work," presumably he 
was sincere. 

Whether JoHNSON was or wasn't, his com
mission program is being quietly sabotaged. 
And the pickup in employment since has, as 
Senator GOP leader DmKSEN says, "obviously 
diminished interest in setting up" any un
employment commiSsion for immediate or 
long-term purposes. 

But we do not need another commission 
to study the character and location of the 
3,627,000 who were jobless in this country in 
mid-April. As I hope the previous two col
umns dramatized, we have plenty of facts 
about who our unemployed are, where they 
a-re. · 

We know that while unemployment across 
the board is falling, pools of joblessn~ss re
main in long-depressed or recently-blighted 

"areas, and no foreseeable business upswing 
'1s lilt-ely to empty these pools. 
· We know that unemployment is coneen
. trated ainong adults, married men hi un:. 
'Ski11ed or -semiskil1ed ·work cla'Ssifications 
'and -the percenbge of joblessness among 
nonwhites is double that -among White 
workers 

We know that joblessness is loca-lized in 
areas which have been hit_ by industrial mi
grations and that -among our unemployed 
ls a hard core of 1,400,000 who have been 
out of work for 15 weeks or longer. 
· We know that a major problem is the 
immobility of the un-employed in these 
regions-their inability or refusal to follow 
the jobs from, say, Fall River to Fort Worth, 
from Detroit to Dallas. 

We know that one solution for depressed 
areas is attracting new industries which can 
use the skills of workers in the areas and 
another solution is a sound program for 
retraining and relocating workers. 

We know all these things-and as Labor 
St:!cret"a.ry Mitchell is emp:i1asizing, "In our 
general rejoicing, about the downturn in 
joblessness, we must not forget them." 

Specifically, it's obvious that most chroni
cally depreseed areas in such States as 
Massachusetts, West Virginia, Pennsylvania, 
Michigan, are not going to 'be able to reju
venate themselves without Federal aid. 
The differences between the administration 
and the democratic leadership are not 
over the need for area assistance and de:. 
velopment legislation. The differences are 
over how to aid and how much to aid. 
Now-before we get into trouble again-is 
the time to rescue this legislation from the 
political bog, put it through, make it work. 

It's obvious that our prGgram of Federal
State unemployment insurance is a messy, 
inadequate hodgepodge. Som-e want to 
overhaul the system completely, vastly ex
pand it; others think the wisest approach is 
emergency shots to the · system when the 
whole economy needs a boost. 

It's obvious that we must find ways to 
help workers when their jobs are wiped 
out. If private industry can plan so well · 
to shUt money and motors from one location 
·to another, why can't it plan to shift man
power, too? If industry can anticipate its 
production needs, why can't it also antici
pate its manpower needs? If we ask the 
right questions about worker training and 
retraining, location and relocation, we'll 
get the right answers. 

We don't need more study commissions. 
We need action to erase the spots of job
lessness which are bringing suffering to 
millions and disgracing our entire Nation. 
And we need the action now. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, it is 
in order, I believe, for me to echo the 
admonition written by Miss Porter; 
namely, that "we need to erase the spots 
of joblessness which are bringing suffer
ing to millions and disgracing our entire 
Nation. And we need the action now." 

This is not to engage in controversy 
as to the validity of the c-olumnists's 
assertion that "we don't need more 
study commissions"-which is an easy 
statement to make in retrospect, even by 
some among us in this body who whole
heartedly cosponsored the majority 
leader's timely unemployment study pro
posal. 

Neither should there be controversy 
about Sylvia Porter's declaration that ''it 
is obvious that we must find ways to 
help workers when their jobs are wiped 
out." This forthright statement only 
serves to focus attention on the fact that 
both the Senat.e-passed .proposal of the 
majority leader for a study commission 

on unemployment and the-Senate-passed 
area redevelopment .bill are languishing 
in the .other body of the .Congress . 
r Ev.en if the study ,commission might 
not be needed, certainly the action indi~ 
cated by Miss Porter is essential. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO
PRIATION ACT, 1960 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
9f the bill <H.R. 5676) making .appro
priations for the government of the Dis
trict of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part. against 
the revenues of said District for the fiscal 
year ending June 3{), 1960, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as I indi
cated on the floor of the Senate last 
Friday, it is my intention today to offer 
an amendment to the pending bill, H.R. 
5676, in an attempt to secure sufficient 
funds to finance a program of free school 
lunches for 7~000 boys and girls here 
in Washington-the rich Capital .of a 
wealthy Nation-who, according to testi
mony presented before the Subcommit .. 
tee on Public Health, Education, Wel
fare, and Safety of the Senate Commit
tee on the District of Columbia, simply 
do not have enough to eat. 
· Before I offidally can up my amend
ment, identified as "5-22-59-C," and 
now at the desk, I wish to say for the 
RECORD, Mr. President -that I always 
regret the rare occasions-and the REc
O!{iD shows they are rare-when I do not 
find myself in complete agreement with 
the ·junior Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PASTORE]. 

As a member of the Committee on the 
District of Columbia -of the Senate for 
some years I wish to say, Mr. President, 
that we are all ·greatly indebted to the 
very able leadership .of the junior Sen
ator from Rhode Island on the Appro
priations Committee, -as chairman of the 
subcommittee which has jurisdiction 
over District of Columbia .fiscal affairs. 
Because of our great gratitude toward 
the Senator from Rhode Island, the 
Senate may be assured I W{}uld not be 
taking a position in .opposition to any 
specifie recomme-ndation which he 
brings to the fl.oor of the Senate unless 
I were deeply convinced that my duty as 
a member of the Committee on the 
District of Columbia really compelled me 
to do so. 

It is in the spirit of being completely 
impersonal that I participate in this 
debate this afternoon, in the hope that 
the amendment which I propose to call 
up may be taken to ·conference. If I 
cannot reach such an understanding 
with the Senate Committee on Appro
priations, I express the hope that the 
Senate itself will vote to send the 
amendment to conference by way of 
adopting it. - · · 

Therefore, Mr. President, I call up my 
amendment identified as "C" at the 
desk, and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated for the infor
mation of the Seriate. 

The LEGISLATIVE .. CLERK. On page 2, 
line 1, it is proposed to strike out 
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-$27 ,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
.. $27,700 ,000". 

On page 7,. line 10, it is proposed to 
strike out "$46,753,000" and insert in lieu 
thereof "$47,453,000". _ 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in keep
ing with my determination at all times, 
so far as my knowledge is concerned, 
always to be completely fair to the Sen
ate and to give all Senators the facts 
about any matter of which I have knowl
edge, including the procedural facts, I 
.wish to point out to the Senate that my 
amendment is subject to a point of 
order, because it provides for amounts 
over and above the budget estimates 
submitted. I thought notice of that 
fact should be given to the Senate. Be
cause of that fact, last Friday I filed a 
notice of my intention to move to sus
pend the rule, which is a debatable mo
tion, in case any Senator wished to 
raise a point of order in opposition to 
my amendment. 

Mr. President, with that fairness on 
my part, I think, it is equally fair that 
we ought now to try to reach a decision 
procedurally as to whether a point of 
order will be -raised, although I -suppose 
technically a point of order can be raised 
at any time prior to a final vote. At 
least I have served notice on the Sen
ate that my amendment is subject to a 
point of order, and if during the debate 
a point of order is raised, I shall then 
ask for consideration of my motion to 
suspend the rule, and then debate the 
merits of my amendment under that 
motion. 

Mr. President, on the merits of my 
amendment, I think it is shocking, but 
true, that a great many children in the 
District of Columbia do not have enough 
food. The color of the skin of most of 
those children .is black. Not all, but 
most, of the .children are colored chil
dren. This fact in no way reduces one 
wee bit what I consider to be the obliga
tion of the Congress to support a pro
gram which will supply those hungry 
children with at least one square meal a 
day while school is in session. 

As the heari:tlgs of my subcommittee 
brought out time and time again from 
witness after witness, we should even go 
so far, in the summer months, as to 
supply a free lunch program on the 
playgrounds of the schools of the Dis
trict of Columbia for children who 
would come at noon to get such a lunch. 
Volunteer after volunteer from neigh
borhoo<;l house, church group, parent
teacher group, and other human wel
fare agencies in the District of Colum
bia, made perfectly clear, as the printed 
hearings will show, that they would help 
supply the volunteer workers necessary 
for the distribution of food during the 
vacation periods. 

It is just as important, Mr. President, 
that these boys and girls eat at least one 
square meal a day during the summer 
months, when school is not in session as 
it is that they do so when school i~ in 
session. 

WHAT ARE THE FACTS? 

Mr. President, I never knowingly argue 
about a question of fact until I first do 
everything I can to try to find out what 
the fact is. In presenting my amend
ment today, I shall devote most of my 

argument to the question: Is it a fact 
that some 7,000 little boys and girls of 
grade-school age in the District of 
Columbia do not have enough to eat? 

I say at the outset of my argument, 
that in my judgment there is no doubt 
about it; it is a fact. But I have the 
burden of proof, it seems to me, when I 
offer an amendment to an appropriation 
bill, coming from the Appropriations 
Committee, to establish the fact on which 
I bottom my argument. I am willing to 
assume that burden of proof this after
noon and then when I have finished, to 
let the Senate speak for itself, as to 
whether I have sustained it. 

It is a matter of great regret to me, 
though it is no one's fault, and only 
due to the time schedule of the Senate, 
that we are proceeding to debate the Dis
trict of Columbia appropriation bill be
fore the hearings of the District of 
Columbia Committee with respect to 
hungry children are printed. We do 
have the page -proofs. We have that 
much. We have worked on this matter, 
I will say, as rapidly and as hard as a 
conscientious staff could possibly work. 

In those hearings we made requests 
for certain additional information, for 
certain supplementary memoranda and 
reports and studies, which had to be filed. 

I should like to say something more 
pn behalf of the District of Columbia 
Committee of the Senate. In the back 
of the Senate Chamber sits the chief of 
staff of the committee, Mr. Smith. 
There sits in the Chamber the general 
counsel of the committee, Mr. Gulledge. 
There sits at my left the committee's 
very able legislative research assistant, 
Mr. Lee. There sits on the Republican 
side Mr. Feldman one of the most able 
committee lawyers in the Senate, in my 
judgment; representing the minority of 
the District of Columbia Committee. 

I thank these committee attaches for 
the great help they have been to the Dis
trict of Columbia Committee. I know 
when I express these words of apprecia
tion I can be sure that the chairman of 
the committee, the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. BIBLE] who is sitting in the Senate 
Chamber at the present time, will en
dorse every word I say about the won
derful work the conscientious staff of the 
District of Columbia Committee per
forms for our committee week in and 
week out. 

The fact that our printed hearings 
are not before the Senate-as I wish 
they could be-for consideration as we 
engage in the debate on my amendment 
is due only to the pressure of time, and 
not to any lack of effort on the part of 
any member of the committee or any 
member of the committee staff. My 
argument will be based upon the factual 
information which can be gleaned from 
the page proofs of our committee hear
ings regarding hungry children. 

I present for the observation of Sena
tors those page proofs, and assure the 
Senate that the hearings were both ex
tensive and intensive. In my judgment 
they set forth the proof, which leaves 
no room for doubt, that there are at 
least 7,000 hungry children in the grade 
schools of the. District of Columbia, with 
respect to whom I say quite frankly we 
have a -clear duty to appropriate the 

funds necessary to provide for the free 
school lunch program for which the 
Superintendent of Schools of the Dis
trict of Columbia asks, and for which 
those who have the great responsibility 
of teaching these boys and girls ask. 
They are our best witnesses. 
'l'HE RESPONSIBILITY OF LEGISLATIVE COMMIT
TEES VERSUS THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTE E 

I make no criticism of the Appropria
tions Committee when I make the argu
ment I now lead into; but, as a Member 
of this body, I repeat what I have said 
at other times, namely, that I am always 
concerned about the question of where 
the legislative jurisdiction and preroga
tives of a legislative committee of the 
Senate end, and the appropriation re
sponsibilities of the Appropriations 
Committee begin. 

I well know that we cannot draw a 
clear-cut line between those two com
mittee functions-the legislative func
tion of a legislative committee and the 
appropriation function of the Appropri
ations Committee. I well know that 
Senators who sit on the Appropriations 
Committee must, from the very necessity 
growing out of their position and their 
power, exercise a considerable amount 
of legislative control over legislation 
which goes through the Senate. We 
cannot change that. It is a part of the 
legislative process. Yet I am talking 
about something with which each of us 
whether he be a member of the Appro~ 
priations Committee or not, should con
cern himself. 

I have taken it upon myself to study 
the legislative history of the establish
ment of the legislative committees and 
the establishment of the Appropriations 
Committee. There is no doubt about the 
fact that it has always been the intention 
that the legislative decision should be 
left to the Senate through its legislative 
committees, and that the Appropriations 
Committee should have the respon
sibility of carrying out the legislative de
cisions, by way of appropriating the 
money necessary to carry them out, 
keeping in mind, of course, its appro
priation responsibility. 

I have made that argument because, 
when we come to pass judgment on the 
question whether we should feed these 
7,000 boys and girls in the District of 
Columbia who need a school lunch, we 
are talking, I think, about a legislative 
responsibility of the Senate as a whole. 
In particular, we are talking about a 
legislative problem of particular concern 
to those of us who do so much work on 
the District of Columbia Committee. 

A few moments ago the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS] spoke about the 
thankless job which the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE] has as 
chairman of the Appropriations Sub
committee on District of Columbia Af
fairs. True, it is a thankless job. That 
is why I expressed my thanks and my 
gratitude and respect to him as a Mem
ber of the District of Columbia Commit
tee and of the Senate. 

HOME RULE WOULD BE A SOLUTION 

His job is not the only thankless job 
which bears upon the District of Colum
bia problems. Many of us have been try
ing to get rid of these thankless jobs by 
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giving to the citizens of the District of 
Columbia first-class citizenship through 
a true home rule bill. We have been 
trying to do it for years; but so long as 
this thankless job rests on our shoulders 
we have the duty to keep faith with the 
trust which I think is ours, as members 
of the Committee on the District of Co
lumbia. I believe that I have this very 
important legislative trust. I believe 
that I would be derelict in my duty-re
gretful as I am to disagree with the Ap
propriations Committee-if I did not 
take the time this afternoon to make 
this record in behalf of the interest of 
the 7,000 boys and girls who, beginning 
next year, should have the benefit of a 
school lunch program. 

It is my hope that upon the conclusion 
of my presentation the Appropriations 
Committee will be compelled by the facts 
a.nd the demonstration of need to accept 
my amendment and to carry it to con
ference. I feel sure that, armed by the 
record which will be made upon the :floor 
today, they will prevail in conference a.nd 
bring back for approval a. conference re
port which will contain the necessary 
funds. It is not conceivable, Mr. Presi
dent, that the men a.nd women who make 
up the Congress of the United States, 
once they know the facts, should fail 
to take the proper corrective action. 

Before I proceed to discuss further my 
first amendment, I want to thank the 
very able and distinguished Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE] for his 
courteous hearing of the testimony I pre
sented before his subcommittee. 

TRmUTE TO STAFF OF APPROPRIATIONS 
COMMITTEE 

I also wish to thank the very capable 
staff of the Appropriations Committee 
for their help to me in drafting my 
amendments. I think that the profes
sional assistance which they provide each 
Senator deserves tribute. It is a strength 
of our committee system. 

I digress for a moment. There I was, 
suggesting that I get help from the staff 
of the Appropriations Committee in the 
drafting of amendments which would 
seek to modify the report of the Appro
priations Committee. 

In keeping with what I consider to be 
their staff membership trust a.nd duty to 
serve all Members of the Senate, those 
who a.re not members of the Appropria
tions Committee as well as those who are 
on the Appropriations Committee, they 
accorded me the professional help needed 
in order to draft the amendments which 
I am offering this afternoon. I wish 
again to thank the staff members of the 
Appropriations Committee for their pro
fessional assistance. 

COMMENDATION OF SENATOR PASTORE 

I also wish to commend the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE] for 
many constructive amendments which 
he and his colleagues have made to the 
pending measure. In particular the po
sition that has been taken regarding an 
increase in the Federal payment to the 
District is most encow·aging. I hope 
that when we have concluded today, he 
will be moved to join with me in an addi
tional modest increase in the Federal 
payment for a most worthy cause. 

PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT C 

The purpose of the amendment is sim
ple. It would modify the committee 
amendment which was adopted en bloc 
by increasing the Federal payment by 
$700,000. The purpose of the increase 
is to provide $700,000 in addition to the 
$133,000 provided by the measure for the 
establishment of a program to feed needy 
pupils in the elementary schools of the 
District. It is necessary for this increase 
to be made if 7,000 children who do not 
have enough to eat are to be fed. The 
amount provided by the committee, 
$133,000, will supply school lunches for 
about 1,000 of the neediest youngsters. 
This figure was recommended by the 
Commissioners of the District in their 
presentation to the committee as neces
sary to finance a pilot program in this 
area. My amendment would provide 
free lunches to the neediest 7,000 elemen
tary pupils. 

The District Commissioners offered 
the same program to my subcommittee. 
However, after I had heard all the wit
nesses testify as to the magnitude of the 
need, I could not support the very limit
ed program the District of Columbia 
Commissioners had recommended. 

I know that in this area there is no 
disagreement between the able Senator 
from Rhode Island who is representing 
the Appropriations Committee and my
self on the rightness and the duty that 
rests upon the Congress to see to it that 
hungry children are fed. The differ
ence, rests not on a matter of principle, 
but upon a judgment as to what the 
facts of the matter are. If I can per
suade the Senator that the case made 
before my subcommittee in 5 days of 
hearings substantiates the fact that 
there are a minimum of 7,000 children 
who need a lunch at school here in the 
District, I am convinced that he will 
take the matter to conference and fight 
diligently for it. 

THE EVIDENCE OF THE HEARING RECORD 

What then was the evidence presented 
which convinced me that the 7,000 figure 
is a tragic fact and not an overestimate? 

To answer the question properly, I 
should like to take the Senate back to 
hearings held 2 years ago which resulted 
in the establishment of a surplus food 
program. Witness after witness then 
testified as to the facts regarding the 
evil of literal starvation in this Capital 
city. Our 1959 hearings were held for 
the purpose of ascertaining what had 
been done and what needed still to be 
done. As I said at the first day of the 
hearing-and my statement may be 
found on pages 55 and 56 of the page 
proof copy of the hearing record, which 
is available at my desk: 

Senator MoRSE. Before I call on the first 
witness, Commissioner McLaughlin, I want 
to make clear to the Commissioner that the 
chairman of this subcommittee highly ap
proves of the point of view and the outlook 
that the Board of Commisisoners have ex
pressed time and time again, with regard to 
this overall problem that confronts the com
mittee this morning. This committee could 
not possibly receive better cooperation from 
the governmental body than you, sir, have 
extended to us at all times. Certainly we 
have had our difference of opinion in imple
menting some of our common objectives. It 
is easy for us to sit up here on a Senate 

committee and say to ·the Commisisoners, 
"Why don't you do this and why don't you do 
-t;;hat, or why has this difficulty developed; 
why didn't you prevent it?" but overlook 
the fact that we are the ones who supply or 
fail to supply the funds necessary to carry 
out these programs. · 

The Board of Commissioners know the po
sition the chairman of this subcommittee has 
taken for years, as a member of the Senate 
District Committee. I repeat it this morn
ing, for the record, that I think the Con
gress of the United States has failed the 
District with respect to supplying that 
proportion of funds that the District 
is entitled to, both on the basis of 
need and historic pattern, which at one time 
was a 50-50 ratio. I have recommended year 
after year, and will again this year, that the 
Federal Government supply a larger propor
tion of the funds to the District of Colum
bia. Yet, this committee is caught in a 
difficult situation. We are confronted with 
a Congress that has not been supplying the 
District of Columbia with the funds needed 
to do the public aid work that I think the 
facts show are necessary. We are also con
fronted with the duty, as committee mem
bers, of bringing to public disclosure the facts 
which exist with regard to our public aid 
program needs, of which I consider the 
school-lunch program a very essential part. 

Now, it is my hope in this hearing, as it 
has been in all past hearings, to find the 
answer to the first important question, what 
are the facts? We cannot legislate wisely, 
whether it is on the school-lunch program 
or an aid program for the indigent, or on any 
other program affecting the District, unless 
we first have the facts. 

The purpose of this hearing is constructive, 
not negative. The purpose of this hearing is 
not to fix blame. I'm not interested in 
blame. I'm interested only in finding out 
what the real facts are, not only in connec
tion with the school-lunch program needs, 
but in connection with the whole aid pro
gram to indigent people in the District of 
Columbia. When the facts are developed 
then we'll be in a position to answer the sec
ond question, and these are the only two 
questions that I have ever interested myself 
in as a Senator in the U.S. Senate. 

First, what are the facts about an issue; 
and second, what legislative course of action, 
if any, will be helpful in meeting these 
problems that the facts disclose. I shall 
always try to apply to the facts, once I find 
them, the rule that the legislative course 
of action ought to be such as will promote 
the general public interest. 

Now, I think, gentlemen, that you will 
have an opportunity in this hearing to carry 
out what you know is a basic tenet of mine, 
that in a democracy, there is no substitute 
for public disclosure. The purpose of this 
hearing, may I say to the press, is to pro
vide the school board, to provide the Dis
trict Commissioners, to provide the leaders 
of the neighborhood houses that are going 
to testify again, to provide all interested 
parties, with a forum in which we can pub
licly disclose what the facts are so that the 
legislative representatives in the Congress 
can act more intelligently on this problem. 

Before I call on the first witness, I want 
to pay my compliments to the House group 
that has manifested a common interest with 
the Senate group, in trying to find out 
what the facts are, so that we can coordi
nate our legislative effort this year in pre
senting to the Congress, as a whole, what
ever legitimate reforms are necessary to help 
the school board, to help the District Com
missioners, to help the welfare agencies, to 
the end that we will remove, if it is true-
if it is true--we'll remove this blot on the 
reputation of the District of Columbia, that 
the Capital City of the United States has 
still failed to take adequate action to meet 
the food needs of a considerable number of 
children in the District of Columbia. · 
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Commissioner McLaughlin in his tes

timony indicated several steps which 
were taken. I call to the attention of 
the Senator especially his third point 
found upon page p8. Tile -commission
er testified: 

3. A program for distributing surplus 
foods was established as of July 1, 1957, and 
was operated at a cost during that fiscal 
year of $116,000. The cost to date for this 
fiscal year has been $103,000. The value of 
the foOd distributed during the first fiscal 
year was $595,705 and to date during this 
fiscal year the value of food distributed has 
amounted to $867,934. At a cost of $220,000 
there has been distributed food valued at 
$1 ,463,639. This food has gone to people 
receiving public assistance and other low
income groups in increasing numbers and, 
as of January 1959, 12,477 families made up 
of 41,859 individuals, of which 20,150 were 
children, received surplus food. 

THE FmST PROOF OF THE 7 , 000 FIGURE 

I invite the attention of the Senate 
to the fact that in January 1959 fami
lies which included 20,150 children were 
eligible and ·receiving surplus food be
cause either the family was on public 
assistance or it had been certified as of 
low income but for one reason or an
other was ineligible for public assistance. 
A man might be unemployed, his family 
destitute, but as the Senate knows, un
der our very stringent welfare regula
tions as long as he is capable of working, 
he is ineligible for public assistance. 
The family might lack a few months of 
fulfilling the 1 year residence require
ment for eligibility, to cite another pos
sibility. Surplus food was a godsend to 
such families. It is not much-just 
flour, cornmeal, rice, butter, cheese, and 
dried milk-but it certainly helped. 
- My first proof of the 7,000 figure, as a 
minimum, therefore is the indirect evi
dence of the Commissioner. Surely if 
20,150 children are in the low economic 
category which made them eligible for 
surplus food, more than 1,000 would 
profit from a school lunch program. I 
suggest that one-third of those children, 
the neediest, may very well be found in 
our elementary schools. One-twentieth, 
on the face of it, seems to me to be a 
substantial underestimate. 

I might add at this point, testimony 
which can be found upon page 63 re
garding the operation of the free school 
lunch program in our high schools and 
junior high schools, by Mr. Reynolds, 
of the District School System, in re
sponse to a question from the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. PROUTY], revealed 
that 40 percent of lunches at the upper 
school level were provided free to chil
dren from families receiving public as
sistance and 60 percent of the free 
lunches went to nonpublic assistance 
aided children. 

I stress this differential to counter any 
argument which may be raised to the ef
fect that because welfare payments have 
been raised by a small amount there is 
no need :for a school lunch program. 

In support of that argument, I read 
from a Jetter dated May 26, 1959, ad
dressed to Mr. Charles W. Lee, the re
search assistant to the · committee, from 
Gerard M. Shea, Director of Public Wel
fare: 

DEAR MR. LEE: In response to your request 
for information concerning rental ·charges 

in excess of the public assistance rental al
lowance, we can only report the following 
illustrative situations taken from public 
housing. 

(a) The maXimum public assistance allow
ance for 10 or more persons is $76; the Na
tional Capital Housing Authority charge for 
6 bedrooms is $82. 

Let us digress for a moment to con
sider the significance of that statement 
by Mr. Shea, Director of Public Wel
fare. · The maximum amount which can 
be applied for rental out of the public 
assistance grant for these persons is $76. 
But the actual rental which has to be 
paid is $82. Where does the rest come 
from? Out of food. That means that 
even these public assistance families 
have to have a certain amount of their 
limited allowance for food pared off, in 
order to meet the cost of the higher 
rental which must be paid, because only 
$76 in these cases can be used for 
rental. 

Mr. Shea continues: 
(b) The maximum Public Assistance Di

vision allowance for four persons in $61; a 
couple with a boy and girl over 6 years of 
age must have three bedrooms under NCHA 
requirements, the charge for which is $65. 

Where does the difference of $4 come 
from? Out of food, because the rent has 
to be paid. 

(c) The maximum PAD allowance for eight 
persons is $70; a couple with six children, 
three boys and three girls, all over 6 years of 
age, would have to have five bedrooms under 
NCHA requirements, the charge for which is 
$76. 

That is a $6 differential. 
I regret that more detailed and complete 

data cannot be sent to you at this time. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the entire letter in continuity be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
Jollows: 

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA, 

Washington, D. C., May 26, 1959. 
Mr. CHARLES W. LEE, 
Assistant Chief Cler k , 
District Committee, 
New Senate Office Buildi ng, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. LEE: In response to your request 
for information concerning rental charges in 
excess of the public assistance rental allow
ance, we can only report the following illus
trative situations taken from public housing. 

(a) The maximum Public Assistance allow
ance for ten or more persons is $76; the Na
tional Capital Housing Authority charge for 
six bedrooms is $82. 

(b) The maximum PAD allowance for four 
persons is $61; a couple with a boy and girl 
over 6 years of age must have three bedrooms 
under NCHA requirements, the charge for 
which is $65. 

(c) The maximum PAD allowance for eight 
persons is $70; a couple with six children: 
three boys and. three girls, an over 6 years of 
age, would have tO have five bedrooms under 
NCHA requirements, the charge for which is 
$76. 

I regret that more detailed and complete 
data cannot be sent to you at this time. 

Very truly yours, 
GERARD M. SHEA, 

Director of Public Welfare. 

FREE SCHOOL LUNCH NEEDED BY RECEIVING WEL• 
FARE GRANTS 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President~ let us 
consider the category of families referred 
to by Mr. Shea as class C where there 
is a $6 differential between what can be 
allowed for rent out of public assistance 
and what actually has to be paid. Where 
does the rest of the money come from? 
Out of food. 

Why do I make this argument? I 
make ·it because I think we must keep 
in mind the fact that even those families 
who receive public assistance do not, in 
fact, receive enough in order to ·give us 
the assurance which we ought to have 
that their children get enough food with
out a lunch program at school: The 
ugly facts brought before my subcom
mittee convince me that they simply do 
not; therefore, the Senate has a great 
obligation, it seems to me, to resolve any 
and all doubts in favor of those boys 
and girls. 

Let the Senator from Oregon make his 
position perfectly clear: I would be per
fectly willing to take the position that 
we should provide this . lunch program 
even if I had serious question as to 
whether or not there are 7,000 needy boys 
and girls in the District of Columbia. 
But I do not have any serious question; I 
am satisfied that they exist. 

Why would I still vote for the program? 
Because I do not think we could possibly 
be guilty of the waste of a single red 
cent if we put a lunch into the stomach 
of any boy or girl who came from a pub
lic assistance home. I could speak in 
detail concerning many phases of this 
program, but I shall not take the time 
to do so this afternoon, because I still 
have a rather lengthy argument to make 
on the question of fact. But I point 
out that even if it could be shown-and 
I am satisfied it cannot be shown-that 
the subsistence families get enough food 
with which to feed their children, if it is 
properly prepared, the testimony before 
;MY subcommittee is that those little 
boys and girls will still need the lunch 
program. 

Why? We have to face up to this 
question of reality in the District of 
Columbia, because there are actually in 
the underprivileged class in the District, 
thousands of homes in which there is no 
one who is sufficiently well trained to pre
pare a nutritious meal for those little 
children. 

Let Senators come to my subcommittee 
and hear the testimony of witnesses from 
the neighborhood houses; witnesses who 
spoke of the heroic, humanitarian work 
those leaders are doing in the District 
of Columbia by trying to teach mothers 
and elder sisters in many homes simply 
how to prepare food so that it will be 
edible, so that it will sustain life. 

It is not nice to talk about these un
pleasant, ugly facts; but also it is no an
swer to say that food is going into these 
homes. It is no answer to me to say that 
surplus food is going into many of these 
homes. Listen to the school authorities. 
Their reply is that that is not the full 
answer to the question, Should there 
be a free school lunch program for the 
underprivileged children? 
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._ Until trained personnel facilities are 
available, until a sufficient addition h~s 
been made to the District of Columbia 
Public Welfare budget, so that workers 
can be available in the homes of the 
District to teach the homemakers how 
to prepare a meal; how to use the food; 
how to see to it that a nutritious lunch 
is prepared for the school children; 
there will still be many children in the 
schools, as the colloquy I shall qu?te 
later in my speech will disclose, suffermg 
from malnutrition. 

CHILDREN ARE OUR GREATEST RESOURCE 

Mr. President, this is no emotional 
appeal. It is not an appeal to the heart 
when I argue factually that when we are 
talking about these boys and girls, we 
are talking about the great problem of 
conserving the greatest wealth of 
America. The greatest wealth of this 
country is not to be found in its material 
resources; it is to be found in its b~ys 
and girls. As we build them, we build 
America; as we fail to build them, we 
tear down America. In the District of 
Columbia there are thousands of bodies 
in the form of precious little boys and 
girls who need adequate nutrition. One 
of the things which we can do to help 
in the battle against malnutrition is to 
place ourselves on record as favoring a 
free school lunch program, a program 
such as characterizes the school sys
tems of many of the States. 

WHAT IS DONE ELSEWHERE 

To every Senator who comes from a 
State which has a free school lunch 
program, I pose the question : If such a 
program is good enough for your State, 
why not for the District of Columbia, 
too? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD, in support of the point I have 
just made about the States which have 
school lunch programs, a table entitled 
"Comparison of Free or Reduced Price 
Meals With Total Meals Served, By 
States and Area, 1957 and 1958." That 
table bears out the point of my plea this 
afternoon. There is a common pattern 
in many of the States of the Union. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Comparison of tree or reduced price meals 

with tot al meals served, by St ates an d m·ea, 
1957-58 

Free or reduced 

Total meals 
price meals 

State served 
Number Percent 

of total 

(1) (2) (3) 

- -
Northeast : 

Connecticut_ ____ . 17,755,368 608,692 3.4 Delaware ____ _____ 3, 115,760 95,075 3.1 

Compari son of free or redu ced price meals 
with total meals served, by States and area, 
1957-~8-Continued 

State 

Southeast: Alabama _________ 
Florida ___________ 
Georgia ___________ 
Kentucky ________ 
Mississippi_ ______ 
North Carolina ... 
Puerto Rico . ..... 
South Carolina ... 
Tennessee . . . .. ... 
Virginia. ___ __ ____ 
Virgin Islands .... 

Area ........•. 

Midwest: 
Illinois . __ ------ --
Indiana. --- ------
Iowa . . -----------Michigan _____ ____ 
M innesota ___ ____ 
M issouri.--------Nebraska ______ ___ 
North Dakota ____ 

~~~~ii ~:Dakota=== = Wisconsin ____ ____ 

Area_.- --- ---

Southwest: 
Arkansas ________ _ 
Colorado.- ------ -Kansas. ____ ______ 
Louisiana. _______ 

ew Mexico ____ __ 
Oklahoma ________ 
Texas .. _---------

Area __________ 

Vir estern: 
Alaska.- -------- -
Arizona.---------
California. __ .. __ . 
Gua-m ____________ 
HawaiL----------
Idaho .. ----------Montana_ .. ______ 
Nevada __________ 
Oregon _________ __ 
Utah ___ __________ 
Washington ______ 
' Vyoming_ . -- --- -

Area ___ _______ 

Total meals 
served 

(1) 

52,281,844 
65,415,646 
71,466, 046 
48,954,380 
33,936,153 
86,371,362 
41,407, 242 
46,179,228 
56,502,900 
51,396, 193 

813,546 

554, 724, 540 

69,531,506 
47, 566, 176 
38,682,951 
49,410,723 
48,341,637 
51,780,238 
12,170,638 

8, 459, 575 
85,685,483 

6, 287,379 
33,535,684 

451, 451, 990 

31,209,159 
17,296,500 
23,074. 507 
88,159,296 
9, 404,143 

29,558,004 
90,200,776 

288, 902, 385 

1, 227,401 
14,942,522 
96,067,095 

96,141 
15,837,813 
8, 944,635 
7, 040,631 
1, 671,744 

20,334,226 
13,756,484 
31,540,819 
3, 736,209 

215, 195, 721 

TotaL. ______ - 1, 882, 570, 199 

Free or reduced 
price meals 

Number Percent 
of total 

(2) (3) 

3, 772, 903 7. 2 
3, 653,138 5.6 
5, 884,927 8. 2 
6, 302,093 12.9 
3, 255, 218 9. 6 
5, 956,762 6.9 

41,316,305 99.8 
4, 681,901 10. 1 
6, 840,508 12.1 
3, 921,485 7. 6 

813,546 100.0 

86, 398,786 15. 6 

3, 846,810 5. 5 
2, 322,377 4. 9 
1,426, 264 3. 7 
4, 989,912 10.1 
2, 071,759 4. 3 
2, 751,025 5.3 

778,327 6. 4 
1, 086,321 12.8 
3, 692, 139 4.3 

771,778 12. 3 
2,606, 992 7. 8 

26, 343, 704 5. 8 

2, 913,575 9.3 
791,245 4. 6 
407,340 1.8 

13,084,732 14.8 
1, 024,042 10.9 
3, 601,612 12.2 
6, 706,604 7.4 

28,529,150 9. 9 

123,824 10.1 
1, 557,308 10.4 
4, 166,836 4. 3 

1, 301 1.4 
544,665 3.4 
400,875 4.5 
428,538 6. 1 
250, 050 15. 0 
651,536 3. 2 
597,890 4. 3 

1, 359,419 4.3 
101, 131 2. 7 

10, 183,373 4. 7 

202, 881, 028 10.8 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. HART. I had intended to refer 
to that table at this point. 

Mr. MORSE. I am sor ry, I did not 
realize that. 

Mr. HART. But I should add that 
on Friday last, when the Senator from 
Oregon gave notice that he would raise 
this question, I inquired if it were pos
sible to obtain, in advance, his remarks. 
His office was kind enough to furnish 
them. I have read the address by the 
Senator from Oregon. It recites a sit
uation of which none of us can be 

District of Co-lumbia __ _______ 10,668, 191 
Maine .. ---- ------ 10, 106,488 Maryland ________ 25, 400,258 
Massachusetts ____ 39,053,357 
New Hampshire .. 5,652, 083 
New Jersey _______ 23,403,599 New York ________ 124, 264, 410 
Pennsylvania _____ 78, 027,069 
Rhode Island _____ 4,555, 766 Vermont ____ _____ 3, 685, 770 
West Virginia __ __ 26,607,444 

131,024 
1, 136,257 
1, 166,418 
3, 350, 005 

424, 421 
1, 813, 093 

34, 040, 120 
4,272,606 

154,534 
427, 547 

3, 806, 223 

1. 
11. 
4. 
8. 
7. 
7. 

27. 
5. 
3. 

11. 
14. 

2 proud. If the same description were 
2 applied to Soviet Russia, I am sure we 
6 would roll it around on our tongues 
g and would suggest that it was an im-
7 plication of bankrupt leadership. But, 
~ instead, it is not about Russia; it is 
4 about a situation just around the cor
g ner from the Capitol Building. 

' 
Area. __________ 372, 295, 563 51,426, 015 13. 8 

I was concerned with ascertaining, 
before I spoke, what was going on in 

my home State. In connection with 
the .table referred to by the Senator 
from Oregon, I should like to point out 
that in Michigan about 10 percent of 
the school meals are free or are pro
vided at a reduced price. 

Let me ask the Senator from Oregon 
whether my arithmetic is correct
namely, that the amount he is propos
ing in his amendment would provide 
approximately 10 percent of the District 
of Columbia school meals free of 
charge? 

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. 
Mr. HART. So, in supporting this . 

amendment, at least I can be consistent 
with the practice in my home State. 

Mr. MORSE. Certainly so ; and if 
st atistical consistency has any bearing 
on the merits of my amendment, I am 
glad to welcome the support of the Sen
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. HART. Beyond the statistical 
confirmation, I think I speak for many 
when I say that if the facts are as they 
have been outlined by the Senator from 
Oregon; all of us will welcome the op
portunity to vote to increase the appro
priation by the amount he has sug
gested. 

I share with the Senator from Oregon 
the belief that the question is one of 
fact. Once the facts are established, I 
think scarcely any Member of Congress 
will argue against providing, in the very 
shadow of the Capitol, against malnu
trition in the case of boys and girls 
who do not have an opportunity to 
speak here. 

Mr. MORSE. I appreciate the state
ment the Senator from Michigan has 
made. As he has indicated, all I ask 
of my colleagues is that the facts be 
ascertained. If the case I have made 
can not be sustained by the facts and 
by the proof, then it will fall. 

But I am sure that I am making an 
understatement when I say that there 
is a need for 7,000 lunches for school 
children in the District of Columbia. In 
fact, I am satisfied that the actual need 
is greater than that. 

In addition, we must consider the 
children who come from homes which 
are not particularly well-to-do and who 
do not have any overabundance of eco
nomic support. Those boys and girls 
could also well profit from one nutri
tious meal a day. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President
Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 

from Rhode Island. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, inas

much as the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan has raised the point, I believe 
this is an appropriate place to clarify 
the atmosphere with regard to the prob
lem of serving school lunches to the 
hungry children of this community.-

Let me say to the distinguished Sena
tor from Oregon that although the Com
missioners of the District of Columbia 
do not admit that there are or would be 
7,000 hungry children in this community, 
I do not think they are prepared to dis
pute that figure. I do not think they 
really know. 

The budget for the District of Colum
bia, as it has been submitted here, calls 
for a pilot plan. I think the District 
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of Columbia Commissioners recognize 
the fact that something must be done; 
and I believe it will be to the everlasting 
credit of my distinguished colleague, the 
Senator· from Oregon, when it is gener
ally recognized that his crusade in this 
particular area brought about the aware
ness and the alertness which now are 
manifest in the attitude and the action 
of the Commissioners and in their de
termination to do something about feed
ing the hungry children in the schools 
of the District of Columbia. 

Of course the problem is a rather per
plexing and complicated one. 

Certainly I am not going to oppose any 
plan to feed hungry people, especially 
the hungry clfildren in, this community. 

When I was privileged to be the Gov
ernor of my State, I assumed full re
sponsibility for taking care of the wel
fare of our children, even at the political 
responsibility of raising taxes in order 
to do so. 

Here we are confronted with this 
perplexing situation. 

The amendment calls for an increase 
of $700,000 in the Federal contribution 
to the District of Columbia-which 
proves, once again, the wisdom, and the 
prudence on the part of the distin
guished Senator from Oregon, who is as
suming responsibility at both ends; not 
only does he favor feeding the hungry 
children, but he also gives consideration 
to the cost involved, and he has taken 
the cost into account. 

But in all our dealings in connection 
with this budget, we must be realistic. 

Certainly the humanitarian presenta
tion made by the Senator from Oregon 
is irrefutable; certainly it is undeniable. 
The number of hungry children in this 
community is great. 

We conferred with the Commissioners: 
and they suggested that Congress appro
priate $133,000 for a pilot program in 11 
elementary schools, in order to try this 
program. I realize that if we feed the 
children in 11 schools, they do not con
stitute all the schoolchildren in the Dis
trict of Columbia. But by the same 
token, if we feed the hungry children at 
12 o'clock noon, who will feed them at 
breakfast time and at dinner time? 
Children get hungry three times a day. 
They should be fed at all three times. 

This a big problem of public welfare, 
and I believe we must meet it head on. 

I realize that the solution now pro
posed, as it is now set forth in the 
budget, is only a partial one; but I dare 
say that the full answer is not given 
even by the amendment which has been 
submitted by the Senator from Oregon, 
although it will take care of the feeding 
of more school children and it will pro
vide for more school lunches. 

For a long time we have been trying 
to increase the Federal Government's 
contribution to the District of Columbia 
budget. I know that in conference the 
conferees on the part of the Senate will 
have a difficult time in attempting to 
persuade the conference committee to 
vote to increase the $25 million allow
ance made by the House of Representa
tives. The Senate committee has voted 
for .a Federal contribution of $27 mil-

lion. The amendment of the Senator 
from Oregon would increase that 
amount to $27,700,000-with the. addi
tional $700,000 being for school lunches 
for 7,000 children, instead of 1,000 chil· 
dren~ 

Under these circumstances, Mr. Presi
dent, I must-most reluctantly-raise a 
point of order against the amendment. 
I repeat that I do not do so because of a 
lack of regard and appreciation for the 
humanitarian purposes of my distin
guished friend, the Senator from Ore
gon. I am on his side when it comes to 
feeding children. How could I be other
wise? 

But here we have a practical prob
lem. The Commissioners say this is a 
hard job and a new job, and they ask 
that they be given a chance to handle 
it. They said they would like to have 
an appropriation for a pilot program. 
Our committee recommends an appro
priation of $133,000 to carry out their 
recommendation. 

So I hope the Senator from Oregon 
will develop a fine record here, and I 
hope the Commissioners will study it, 
and I hope the Congress will study it. 
If next year, the Commissioners do not 
come forward with a more practical and 
a more realistic plan than the one they 
have suggested thus far, certainly I will 
be the first to stand shoulder to shoulder 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon. 

But after we make this fine record, 
what are we going to do? We must go 
into conference, and there we must de
bate the matter; and it is possible we 
shall return from the conference with 
the spectre of failure facing us. 

The Commissioners have asked for an 
appropriation for a pilot plan, and they 
have requested a chance and an oppor
tunity to find out where they are going 
and what social considerations must be 
provided for. They ask for an oppor
tunity to ascertain the size of the prob
lem, and whether it relates only to 
lunches, or whether it also relates to 
breakfasts and dinners. 

So, Mr. President, let us ascertain the 
facts in a businesslike, but warmhearted 
way; and then let us proceed. 

That is the only argument I shall 
make to the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon. I shall not say he is entirely 
wrong, because he is not. He has one of 
the greatest hearts in the Senate; and 
his proposal is made in all sincerity, and 
he has devoted a great deal of time and 
effort to it. 

I am on the opposite side, as regards 
his amendment, because I have to be, 
inasmuch as I must recognize the prac
ticalities which face us; and I must also 
recognize the fact that the Commis
sioners of the District of Columbia have 
suggested that a pilot plan be placed in 
operation, and are willing to proceed 
with it. Under those circumstances, I 
say we should try that plan. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. May I answer the Sen
ator from Rhode Island first, and then 
yield? 
. Mr. CLARK. Certainly. 

Mr.- MORSE. I want to say that, al
though I appreciate very much the kind 
references which the Senator from Rhode 
Island has made about me, I reciprocate 
them, in no spirit of flattery. Anything 
I · say against the arguments of the Sen
ator from Rhode Island are in no way 
motivated by any reflection on my part 
of the humanitarianism of the Senator 
from Rhode Island. I know he is just as 
anxious as I am to see to it that social 
justice is done in America, but I think 
the very tail end of the comment he just 
made shows the position in which the 
Senator from Rhode Island is placed as 
a member of the Appropriations Com
mittee, because he said, in effect, that as 
a member of the Appropriations Commit
tee, he has a certain responsibility in re
gard to the budget. We all know what 
the problems are with the House. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the respon
sibilities of the Appropriations Commit
tee; but one of the things I am trying to 
get across in my argument this afternoon 
is that it is the duty of the Senate as a 
whole to overrule the Appropriations 
Committee when that committee brings 
to the Senate a report which carries out 
its fiscal responsibilities air right, and 
does a good job of adding up and sub
tracting figures, but which, in the opin
ion of the Senate, does not add enough 
figures into the bill. So when I criticize 
the lack of a sufficient appropriation in 
the bill to provide for the school lunch 
program, I am not criticizing the Senator 
from Rhode Island so far as his social 
justice impulses are concerned; but I 
wish to make it clear to the Appropria
tions Committee that we have the re
served right and, in my judgment, the 
duty, to overrule the Appropriations 
Committee when we feel it has brought to 
the Senate a bill with either not enough 
in it or too much in it with reference to 
certain items. 

THE FEDERAL PAYMENT 

The Senator from Rhode Island has 
referred to the fact that we are all aware 
of the problems which confront the Ap
propriations Committee in conference. 
I thank him for the argument. We cer
tainly are aware of it, Mr. President. 
We have been aware of that fact for some 
years here in the Senate of the United 
States. We have felt that the Federal 
contribution to the District of Columbia 
ought to be greater. We have had a bill 
brought to the Senate that goes beyond 
what is provided by the House. I am 
saying it does not go far enough beyond 
the amount provided by the House, and it 
certainly does not go far enough be
yond the amount provided by the House 
on the particular item we are discussing. 

If the Senate is to go to conference 
with the House, then we had better pro
vide more in the bill than is now pro
vided on this particular item. As the 
Senator from Rhode Island has pointed 
out, I would be very much surprised-and 
I would love to be surprised on this one
no matter what figure is provided in the 
bill by the Senate, when the bill ·goes to 
conference with the House on this par
ticular item there will be conSiderable 
discussion in the conference committee 
as to the amount. That is the reason 
why, for practical legislative reasons, I 
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believe there should be provided a higher 
amount than that which has been in
cluded in the bill by the committee. 

THE PILOT PROGRAM ARGUMENT 

The last item I desire to discuss is the 
matter of the pilot program recom
mended by the District of Columbia 
Commissioners. I say again to the Com
missioners, on the floor of the Senate, 
as I have said in committee, "Where 
have you been these long 2 years? 
Where have you been for 2 years? For 
2 years you have had the record of the 
hearings, which lasted a long time, on 
the hungry children problem of the 
District of Columbia." 

I was assisted in those hearings by 
the great Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. CLARK], who is now present on the 
floor. The Senator from Pennsylvania, 
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BEALL]. the Senator from Oregon, and 
other members of the committee trudged 
into hovel after hovel, only to bow our 
heads almost in shame to think that, 
as U.S. Senators, we would let those 
conditions develop in the Capital of 
America. 

Mr. President, I have no intention in 
this debate of letting the District of 
Columbia Commissioners off the hook, 
so to speak, on their alibi argument of 
this time that they want to try out a 
plan to feed 1,000 children for 1 year. 
They have known of this problem for 2 
years. They know I feel they have 
been derelict in their duty as Commis
sioners in failing to take care of these 
hungry boys and girls in the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. President, I do not like to have 
to speak in this manner about the Dis
trict of Columbia Commissioners, be
cause on so many other matters I find 
myself in agreement with them; but 
on this matter I charge in the Senate, as 
I have in committee, that the District 
of Columbia Commissioners have not 
fulfilled their duty with respect to hun
gry boys and girls in the District of 
Columbia. 

Pilot program operation? We have 
had a pilot program in operation in the 
District of Columbia for 700 boys and 
girls. Is adding 300 more boys and girls 
to the operation going to give us any 
more facts we need, Mr. President? 
Such a program is in effect for 700 boys 
and girls, and who financed it? The hu
manitarian hearts of the people of the 
District of Columbia, who made private 
contributions. 

Mr. President, I ask those interested 
to read the report of the hearings. We 
have the resultl,j of the pilot operation, 
and the District of Columbia Commis
sioners know the results. 

I say frankly, on the floor of the Sen
ate this afternoon, there is not a single 
fact the District of Columbia Commis
sioners need to ascertain to establish 
a program to feed 7,000 boys and girls
not one. They merely need to do their 
duty. The sad fact is t.he record of 
the District of Columbia Commissioners 
amounts to economizing on the stomachs 
of 7 ,000, at a minimum, boys and girls 
in the District of Columbia. I do not 
intend to support them in such action. 

Mr. President, I know what our Ap
propriations Committee is up against, 
but the responsibility is that of all Sen
ators whether or not they are members 
of the Appropriations Committee. It is 
the responsibility of the Senate as a 
whole. It is the responsibility of the 
Senate as a whole to decide, as we take 
out the paring knife this afternoon, 
whether a school lunch program which 
the school administrators want, which 
the teachers want, a school lunch pro
gram which the teachers tell us is needed 
today for hungry children, is to be 
adopted. 

If some paring is to be done, let us 
do it out of other funds such as those 
provided in the budget for a road through 
the Glover-Archbold Park, for example. 
That is a project which can be delayed 
to another fiscal year. Let me make 
very clear that I am in favor of build
ing the road, if we can supply the money 
and work out the engineering problems. 
But I am not for building that highway 
or any highway at the expense of the 
bellies of 7,000 boys and girls in the 
District of Columbia. I want you to 
keep that in mind, Mr. President, as 
we consider this problem. 

We have the facts to support the pro
gram. When one gets right down to the 
question, when all is said and done, the 
question is, Shall we provide the school 
authorities with the money they need to 
feed these hungry boys and girls? 

REBUTTAL TO OTHER ARGUMENTS 

The argument is made by the able 
Senator from Rhode Island, "What about 
breakfast and dinner?" What about 
breakfast and dinner? All I can say, 
Mr. President, is that the expert testi
mony given before my committee showed 
that if we could give these children one 
nutritious meal a day-just one nutri
tious meal a day-we would do much 
toward keeping these boys and girls 
healthy, we would do much to improve 
their school work, we would do much to 
decrease juvenile delinquency on their 
part, we would do much to reduce ab
senteeism in the classroom, and we would 
do much to make them better junior 
citizens. 

Mr. President, I wish we could provide 
more for these children, but I cannot 
accept an argument that because I can
not get more for them I should accept 
less. I cannot accept the argument 
against the testimony of expert witnesses 
before my committee, and I am going to 
read that testimony before I finish this 
afternoon. I am going to speak at 
length this afternoon on this problem, 
because so far as I am concerned, I would 
betray my trust to my committee, to the 
District of Columbia, and to the country, 
if I did not make a record which needs 
to be made this afternoon. 

Mr. President, one cannot listen to 
these expert witnesses whom I had be
fore my committee and not feel as deeply 
moved as I am about this matter. 
Although ,I may speak with great em
phasis and although I may speak some
what out of my heart, as the Senator 
from Rhode Island attributed to me in 
his gracious comment, I am also speak
ing from what I know, because I have 
lived with this problem intellectually in 

the District of Columbia for the past 
several years. Having lived with the 
problem, I know the facts. 

I do not intend to let three District of 
Columbia Commissioners come up to the 
Congress and recommend, without oppo
sition, ~n inadequate program, which is 
clothed under this very plausible slogan 
argument of "Let us give it a trial. Let 
us try only 1,000" when the Commis
sioners know there are 7,000 children, at 
least, who need the help. The Commis
sioners know that facilities and help are 
available in order to feed these children, 
if they will put up the hard, cold cash 
which we can provide to buy the food. 

My colleagues, you shquld listen to 
the teachers. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that correspondence from the prin
cipal of the Scott Montgomery-Morse 
Schools, found in my subcommittee hear
ing record on pages 181-183, be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the corre
spondence was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
Washington, D.C., March 12,1959. 

Senator WAYNE MoRsE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MoRsE: I am presuming to 
forward a memorandum to you from Mr. 
Leroy C. Dillard, principal of the Scott Mont
gomery-Morse Schools, on the subject of the 
school lunch program as it is being. con
ducted there under temporary arrangements. 

This is a report from the firing line. It 
shows how severe the need is among many of 
the children and indicates in a concrete way 
some of the practical results of this opera
tion. 

It strongly confirms the position we are 
taking that the present method of handling 
the lunch program is workable and in the 
public interest and that these resources 
ought to be available to all needy children. 

Very sincerely yours, 
CARL F. HANSEN, 

Superintendent of Schools. 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 

Washington, D.C., March 9, 1959. 
Memorandum to: Dr. Carl Hansen, Super

intendent of Schools. 
From: Leroy C. Dillard, principal, Scott 

Montgomery-Morse Schools. 
Re lunch program, Scott Montgomery-Morse 

Schools. 
I respectfully submit the following infor

mation concerning the free lunch program 
at the Scott Montgomery-Morse Schools. 

Twenty-seven of the Scott Montgomery 
School children and 25 of the Morse School 
children receive hot lunches at Shaw Junior 
High School. The children participating in 
this program were selected through a care
ful screening of parental responses to a ques
tionnaire. (Sample questionnaire accom
panies this report.) 

The children who benefit from this pro
gram were selected from families of the fol
lowing categories: 

Description of family circumstances 
Number of 
children 

1. Families receiving public assistance 
and surplus food ____________________ 17 

2. Families with low income and receiv
ing surplus food---~----------------- 12 

3. Families having exceedingly low in-
comes-------------------------------- 16 

4. Families in distress because of ravages 
of fire_______________________________ 6 

5. Inadequate family income due to phys
ical disability of 1 or both parents____ 2 
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The children are escorted to the cafeteria 
and supervised by two teachers each day. 

It has been found that supplying the re
quired number of _ children each ~ay has 
presented a problem. Approximately 7 or 
8 pupils are absent each day; this is equiva
lent to 15 percent of the 52 children au
thorized to receive lunches. The factors 
causing the absences are lack of shoes, lack 
of proper clothing, personal illness, and 
problems within the family. We have found 
that the children are very anxious to come 
to school each day and have shown gains in 
weight and in their interest in class activi
ties. 

It was noted that one family was com
pletely without income. The mother was 
pregnant and the father, a former construc
tion worker, was unable to find a job. The 
family had been denied public assistance by 
the welfare department. The father had 
been receiving $22 a week from the District 
of Columbia Unemployment Compensation 
Board. In his efforts to secure a job, the 
father was offered 2 days of work which he 
accepted. Because of this short period of 
employment, the unemployment board dis
continued further support for the family. 
This left the family without any means of 
support. Through the efforts of this office, 
a job as a parking-lot attendant was secured 
for the father. 

RESPONSES NOTED BY TEACHERS 
1. Delores is a very nervous child and 

needs the nourishment of a balanced meal 
badly. She cries if one looks at her hard 
and often falls out of her seat for no ap
parent reason. Though still disorganized, 
Delores is improving. She cries less often 
and shows promise of getting herself to
gether if the lunch program continues. 

2. Frail Patricia, who is also in great need 
of food, is reluctant. She has to be reas
sured every day that she is needed very 
much to help keep the smaller children in 
line--and she is needed. This expression of 
the need for her makes her feel that she 
is earning her lunch. 

3. Franklin is very excited about the pro
gram. He tries very hard to be the life of 
the party. 

4. Samuel, a pupil in an atypical class, is 
no longer the very withdrawn and passive 
individual who lived in a world of phantasy. 
Throughout his school career of 3 7'2 years, 
Samuel never spoke to any of the children 
in his class. He was contented to sit and 
observe the activities surrounding him. 
Since his inclusion in the lunch program, 
there has been a gradual awakening in Sam
uel. He has become more alert to his en
vironment and has on occasion participated 
in some of the activities of his class. 

5. To most of us at Morse, both teachers 
and pupils, one case is what we call "The 
Metamorphosis of Oora." Cora has long 
been noted for her disagreeable disposition. 
She was rude, sullen, morose. This was, no 
doubt, her method of expressing her many 
discomforts and humiliations. 

The child of a broken family of several 
children, Cora has been neglected. To add 
to her troubles, her mother's moral stand
ards are not such as to inspire good behavior 
in the child or to create in her any respect 
for her maternal parent. In fact, the moth
er's well-known escapades are a great source 
of embarrassment to the girl. 

· Since the lunch program has been going on, 
however, the whole school has noted a re
markable change in Cora. She is much more 
agreeable, smiles often, showing a pretty 
dimple which few knew she had. She also 
takes more interest in her personal appear
ance and comes to school neat and clean 
instead of bedraggled and dirty as she once 
did. 

The need for help is great among our 
children. No one can concentrate on work 

of any kind with an empty stomach remind
ing him constantly of the need for food. 
The free-lunch program, as it becomes wide
spread and perfected, will result in improved 
behavior and in better quality of school 
work. 

LEROY C. DILLARD, 
Principal, Scott Montgomery-Morse 

Schools. 

SCHOOL ----------------------• 
January 14, 1959. 

DEAR PARENT: As you have noticed in the 
newspaper recently, some pupils in our area 
are to receive free lunches. 

In that connection we are sending you this 
questionnaire. If you are not interested in 
having your child receive a free lunch do not 
return this form. 

If you are interested, please complete all 
items and return to me. 

All replies will be treated as confidential. 
Give names of all persons in household. 

List head of household first. 
Put a checkmark before names of children 

attending above school. 

Last 
name 

First 
name 

Middle Maiden 
initial name (if Age 

applicable) 

ifaill-ilY.-ad.diess~~===:: __ :::::::::: i>iiiiiie-iiliiilber::::: 
1. Is family receiving public assistance 

from Welfare Department? Yes ____ , No ____ , 
2. Is family receiving surplus foods from 

Welfare Department? Yes ____ , No ____ , 
3. Are any members of the household 

receiving unemployment compensation? 
Yes ____ , No ____ , 

4 . Are any members of the household re-
ceiving social security? Yes ____ , No ____ , 

Income of family unit 
Salary per month ;from gain-

ful employment _____________ $----------
Amount received per month 

from public assistance ______ $----------
Amount received per month 

from unemployment compen-
sation ______________________ $---------· 

Amount received per month 
from social securitY--------- $---------

Amount received per month 
from other sources ___________ $----------

Total family income per 
month ________________ $----------Date ___________________________________ _ 

(Signature of head of household) 

(Principal) 

Mr. MORSE. Sometimes I really 
wonder if we are as truly appreciative as 
we ought to be of the great personal 
sacrifices made by the members of the 
teaching profession in all of our schools, 
but particularly those in the grade 
schools of America, on behalf of Ameri
can parenthood, the great services they 
render to the families of America, to the 
parents of America, to the children of 
America, and to America itself. I can
not sit in the committee-! simply can
not, Mr. President-and listen to the 
testimony, unanswered in the record of 
the hearings, from the school officials of 
this District, and brush it aside with a 
proposal by the District Commissioners, 
"Well, let us try it for 1,000 children for 
a year." 

We have the facts. The problem is on 
our doorst-ep. The time to act is now. 
If we do not want to add the requested 
amount to this budget, without taking 
something else out, I have a lot of sug
gestions as to what to take out. We can 
start with the Archbold highway, for one. 

There are other items in the budget, too, 
which can be taken out. If I have to 
make the choice, I will make the choice 
and give the food to the boys and girls. 
PERSONAL EXPERIENCE WITH SCHOOL LUNCH 

PROGRAM 

I also have had some experience with a 
school-lunch program. One of the most 
interesting bits of education in public 
service that has been mine was to serve 
for 2 years as the president of a parent
teacher association when members of my 
own family were small. One cannot face 
up to the effects of a school lunch pro
gram on the home, or on the school, 
behavior-wise and education-wise, with
out knowing it is at rock-bottom sound. 

Senators will find in the record of the 
hearings one research study after 
another in this regard. We will correct 
the RECORD if my recollection of the 
number is incorrect, but I think there 
were some 27 to 29 research studies con
sidered by my committee, on the rela
tionship and effects of a school lunch 
program on improved ability of students 
to learn, on attendance, on school be
havior, on out-of-school delinquencies, 
and so on. The studies show a dramatic 
situation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Library of Congress memo
randums on these studies be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. They may be 
found on pages 167 through 176 of the 
hearing record of my subcommittee. 

There being no objection, the memo
randums were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE, 

Washington, D.C. 
NUTRITION AND SCHOOL WoRK-8ELECTED 

EXCERPTS 
Breckenridge, Marian E., and E. Lee Vin

cent, "Child Development--Physical and 
Psychologic Growth During the School 
Years," Third edition. Philadelphia, W. B. 
Saunders Co., 1955, pages 26, 123, 124-25. 

"That physical condition, short of brain or 
nerve damage, has little to do with native 
intelligence is probably true. Promoting 
physical growth will probably not increase 
inherent intellectual capacity. In this sense 
they are not interrelated. However, the 
manner in which the native intelligence 
functions, being dependent upon attentive
ness, concentration, self-confidence, and ag
gressive attack upon problems, is unques
tionably related to physical well-being. 

• • • • • 
"The behavior in school of children in 

Trier, Germany, during World War I is an
other example. After 3 years of undernutri
tion the children showed a decrease in physi
cal and nervous energy and an increase in 
nervous disorders. The teachers reported 
that the children grew tired more easily than 
in the prewar days, were unable to concen
trate, slower in comprehension, poorer in 
memory, inattentive, and restless. Discipline 
was hard to maintain. One teacher reported 
that she could keep the attention of her class 
for only 5 minutes in contrast to 30 minutes 
formerly. The standard of schoolwork was 
lowered. The number of children who failed 
to pass about doubled; the number of chil
dren doing superior work was not compatible 
with their mental capacity since the children 
apparently had not lost any of their mental 
capacity. as measured by the usual mental 
tests. They lacked the staying qualities . 
found in a well-nourished child. 

• • • • • 
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••Jt has been shown that undernutrition or 

malnutrition can affect mental activities or · 
the way an individual uses his mental abili
ties. However, whether nutrition affects the 
mental capacity o! children is a moot ques
tion. Mental capacity seems to withstand 
deprivations which will affect mental activ
ity. The children in Trier, Germany, in spite 
of their poor school performance had still 
the same mental capacity as measured by 
tests. In the Minnesota study,1 according to 
both clinical judgment and quantitative tests 
the men's mental capacity did not change 
appreciably during either semistarvation or 
rehabilitation. The subjective estimates of 
loss of intellectual ability may be attributed 
to physical disability and emotional factors. 
Whether similar resistance exists at earlier 
ages when the nervous system is immature 
has yet to be demonstrated." 

Bryan, Mary deGarmo, "Juvenile Malnu- _ 
trition Needs Headlines, Too." Nation's 
Schools, volume 57, June 1956: 94. 

"Many an educator who is acquainted 
with the eating habits of today's teenagers 
has a plaguing suspicion that all is not well. 
He figures that, while juvenile delinquency 
captures the headlines, little noticed juve
nile malnutrition really ought to share some 
of the notoriety and get its share of the 
public's attention. 

"Knowing something about the food 
needs of growing boys and girls, the school 
head fears there is trouble ahead, if not 
already here, for the pretty sophomore who 
skips breakfast regularly in the interest of 
a Liz Taylor waistline and for her boy 
friend who makes a meal consistently of a 
couple of hot dogs and a fizzy drink. But 
the school lunch manager was handicapped 
by lack of scientific data to confirm his be
liefs. 

"Now comes material which substantiates 
the surmises of many school men and wom
en in a most impressive way. It is provided· 
in a study conducted by nutrition author
ities of Pennsylvania and Texas. Since 1935~ 
under direction of Pauline Beery Mack, the 
Ellen H. Richar~s Institute of Pennsylvania 
State University has been making mass 
s~udies in nutrition. To this great body 
of unpublished statistics were added the re
sults of special research into the eating 
habits of 2,536 boys and girls in all kinds 
ol homes, together with 573 children in 
orplianages. 

"Finally, all of this material was edited 
and prepared for publication by Dr. Mack: 
now of Texas State College for Women, and 
Anna de Planter Bowes, of the Pennsylvania 
State Department of Health. The bulletin 
was recently published by the Nelda Childers 
Stark Laboratory, Texas State College, with 
a grant from Lever Bros. Co." 

Mack, Pauline B. ''A Nine-Year Study of 
the School Lunch." Journal of Home Eco
nomics, volume 30, February 1947: 73. 

"Because the physical well-being which 
results from good nutrition is a requisite 
for realizing one's full capacities for ac
complishment and happiness, the school 
lunch can constitute a great force for de
mocracy by providing the means for every 
child to develop his potentialities. both 
physically and intellectually." 

· Maxwell, Elsie, "The Broader Value of 
the School Lunch Program," American 
School Board Journal, volume 122, March 
1951: 24. 

"Federal bureaus, land grant and other 
colleges and universities, research founda
tions, and agencies interested in social wel
fare were making studies which showed the 
effect of quality feeding upon individuals. 
Old findings were verified and new ap
proaches ventured which showed that well-

1 Keys, A. J. Brozek, A. Henschel, 0. Mickel
sen, and H. L. Taylor: The Biology of Human 
Starvation. ~ols. I and II. Minneapolis; the 
University of Minnesota Press, 1950. 

balanced diets of high nutritive content 
y.ielded stronger, larger bodies; healthful 
functioning of th.e digestive, respiratory, and 
circulatory systems; decreases of the inci
dence and severity of infectious diseases; 
reduction of illness which followed in the 
path of deficiency diseases; improved dental 
conditions and lessened frequency of dental 
caries; a stabilizing effect on the nervous 
systems and emotional states of children. 
All these improved physical conditions were 
p aralleled by reduced behavior problems, in
creased ability to give attention to class
room procedure, and better school attend
ance." 

Mitchell, Helen S., "School Lunch Invest
ments Pay Dividends," National Parent
Teacher, volume 36, May 1942: 10. 

"Wit h 6 million youngsters getting a 
wholesome and nutritious lunch at school, 
what evidence have we that it has made a 
difference? Ask any teacher who has wit
nessed the change in her youngsters. True, 
you may not obtain scientific data that can 
be analyzed by statistical methods; teach
ers in the country schools where lunches 
have been introduced for the first time do 
not have access to research methods and 
facilities. But they see results even if they 
can't measure them. In the few cases in 
which the achievement has been measured 
the results speak for themselves. 

"One count ry schoolteacher was loath to 
undertake even a simple hot lunch for her 
20-odd pupils. There were no facilities, and 
she was doubtful of the necessity. The 
struggling PTA helped remodel the cloak
room to provide space for an oil stove, which 
someone contributed, and the children 
brought food from home to supplement that 
provided by the surplus commodities pro
gram. After some months this conservative· 
and rather lethargic country schoolteacher 
had taken a new lease on life herself, and 
she reported all her pupils as doing better 
work, behaving better, and learning faster. 

_She was convinced that the school lunch 
had made a difference. 

"A school in the Southwest, attended by 
Indian and Mexican children, reports en
thusiastically what the school lunch has done 
for them. The teacher says the playground is 
like a different place--more games, less fight
ing, and no more need of policing the play
ground at recess • • •. 

• • • • 
"One city in Iowa is able to supply more 

concrete evidence: 20 schools kept accurate 
data on attendance for 1939. In 1940, 10 of 
the schools introduced the school lunch and 
10 did not. Attendance improved by 13 per
cent over the previous year in the schools 
that had the lunch; in the other 10 there 
was a change of only 1 percent." 

Potgieter, Martha, and Viola Everitt. "A 
Study of Children's Eating Habits." Journal 
of Home Economics, volume 42, May 1950, 
page 366: 

"A 1-week study involving 385 children In 
grades 4 through 8 in two (Connecticut) 
elementary schools showed all but one of the 
diets to be medium or poor in nutritional 
adequacy. The greatest degree of deficiency 
(in descending order) was found to be in: 
whole grain or enriched cereal products, 
green and yellow vegetables, foods rich in 
vitamin c, and milk. 

. "The school records of the physical, schol
astic, and emotional ratings of the children 
who were getting poor diets, as compared 
with the ratings of those in the better diet 
group, showed the latter to be slightly better 
in physical status, in dental status, in days 
absent because of Ulness, and in educational 
ratings, and definitely better in social adjust
ment." 
· Salisbury, Morse, ••Food for Freedom,• 

School Executive, volume 61, March 1942, 
pages 16-17: 

"There is • • • an extremely close rela
tionship between nutrition and learning 

ability; the intelligence .and emotional na
ture of a ~ild are not fixed hereditary fa.c. 
t.ors. Like. the adult, the child lives in an 
external environment and surrounds an in
ternal. environment. 
, •'The chemistry of the bodily :fluids which 

bathe the tissues constantly, and which also 
perfuse the brain and determine its func
tional efficiency, is not rigidly fixed. Minor 
variations in the chemistry of these fiuitis, 
brought about by mineral, vitamin, or other 
nutritional deficiencies, can curtail the 
natural development of a child, work perma
nent injury upon his higher nerve centers, 
and change h is disposition and intelligence 
fun dam en tally. 

"The soundest minds do, as a general rule, 
tend to exist in the soundest bodies. It has 
long been observed that undernourished 
children are inattentive, lack nervous and 
physical energy, comprehend their school 
tasks slowly and poorly, have a poor mem
ory for their schoolwork, and exhibit gen
eral nervous restlessness. Certain studies 
have been made which correlate low nutri
tional status with a high rate of retardation, 
absences, and low average marks in school 
studies. 

• • • • • 
"'Many children whose parents could not 

persuade them to eat at home consume food 
readily and naturally in groups at school 
lunches. Meanwhile the emotional relation
ship between teacher and pupil is improved, 
the child's learning ability increases, absences 
are fewer, and better scholastic records are 
made in all grades. 

Many teachers point with pride to better 
attendance, upon which the size of . the 
school budget frequently . depends. But it 
is also true that the per capita expense or 
education decreases when children are not 

-retarded in their grades because malnutri
tion cuts their learning power. Chronic 
cases of latent malnutrition, destined later 
to result in prolo:J.ged ill health or possibly 
complete invalidism, are prevented or cleared 
up. In short, the child becomes a social 
asset rather than a social and economic 
liabil1ty. 

"This amounts to effective conservation of 
human resources. It is not intended that 
programs of such value be discontinued, 
whether we are at war or peace. 

• • • • • 
"'We mean to see to it that eYery Ameri

can citizen is provided, as is his right, with 
a scientifically adequate basic diet." 

Studebaker, John W. (former U.S. Com
missioner of Education), "Strong Bodies and 
Alert Minds," Journal of Health and Physi
cal Education, volume 13, February 1942: 
86. 

"Good food habits are absolutely essential 
to the strong bodies and alert minds we need 
for defense. But good food habits cannot 
be built without good food. That is why 
the actual provision of hot lunches is so im
portant. We have learned from experience 
that when children are fed properly the 
quality of their work improves, they re
spond more rapidly to ideas, and they play 
more vigorously and happily. Frequently, 
Jack is a dull boy because he hasn't had 
enough or the right kinds of food. 

• • • • • 
"'A long time ago the Romans had a slo

gan, 'a sound mind in a sound body.' No 
doubt the disintegration of Rome as a na
tion was in part due to the decline of its 
physical vigor. Ours is a young nation. We 
have done much. We can do more. We 
must do more, now that we are faced with 
a conqueror as ruthless as any in all his
tory. We can meet and overcome this 
threat only with strong bodies and alert 
minds. Health has long been a . cardinal 
principle of education. Now is the time for 
schools to put that principle into action 
oh a. broader front than ever before." 
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Todhunter, Elizabeth Neige, "Everyday 

Nutrition for School Children," University ef 
Alabama, Extension Division. 1949, pages 
42-43: - . . . 

"Dr. Ruth Harrell of Columbia University 
studied the learning abll1ty of a group of 
children in Virginia. The children all lived 
in an orphanage where the diet was not ade~ 
quate. The children were divided in two 
groups, matched as evenly as possible for 
age, height, weight, family background, and 
IQ. Group A received a nutritional supple~ 
ment in tablet form each day. Group B 
were also given a tablet each day but it con
tained no nutritive value. None of the chil~ 
dren knew which ones were receiving the 
added nutrient material. In a series of 
objective tests, in arithmetic, word matching, 
writing, etc., carried out over a period of 
weeks, group A in every instance had the 
higher average score. In this carefully con
trolled experiment the children with the 
dietary supplement showed greater learning 
ability as attested by their scores on all tests. 

"Diet does make a difference. 
"Diet makes a difference in both old and 

young but more particularly in the growing 
child." 

U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Agri~ 
culture, "School Lunch Program." Report 
to accompanying H.R. 3370. Washington, 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1945. (79th. 
Cong., 1st sess. House. Rept. No. 684, pp. 2, 
9): -

"StatisticaJ surveys, including physical 
and mentai tests conducted under controlled 
conditions, have shown, as indicated in ap
pendix A, measurable benefit to the chil~ 
~ren when an adequate lunch is provided at 
school, not only in their physical develop~ 
ment but in their educational progress. 
This improvement takes place on all income 
levels inasmuch as an adequate lunch at 
school or adequate nutrition is not necessar
ily assured by the higher income of the 
parents or the rise in the national income 
as a whole. The increase of working mothers, 
consolidation of schools, greater travel time 
to schools, and rising scale of food costs, 
together with fixed incomes for many large 
groups, make the school-lunch program, in 
which those who can pay are permitted to 
pay and those who cannot pay need not pay, 
the appropriate answer. It should be re
membered that a child may be malnourished, 
yet not hungry. · 

• • • • • 
ExHmiT A.-War Food Administration, Com

modity Credit Corporation (OS) 

EFFECT OF SCHOOL LUNCH UPON SCHOLASTIC 
STATUS, CAMDEN, MO. 

Scholastic grade points 1 

With- With- With Percent 
out out hmch, change 

lunch, lunch, 193\HO 
1938-39 193\HO 
------------

Group I (52 chil-
dren) _ ------------- 1,056 1,055 -------- -0.09 

Group II (75 chil-
dren) -------------- 1,614 -------- 1, 763 9.23 

EFFECT OF SCHOOL LUNCH UPON ATTENDANCE, 
CAMDEN, MO. 

Percent daily attend-
ance of enrollment Gain 

in 

With- With- With 
per-
cent 

out out lunch, attend 
lunch, lunch, 1939-40 ance 
1938-39 1939-40 

---------
Group I (10 schools) __ 69.18 70.54 -------- 1.36 
Group II (10schools). 79.99 -------- 84.34 13.35 

1 A sys~e~ of gra~e points was used in determining 
schol~rsh1p. An excellent mar~ was given 4 points; 
supenor, 3; average, 2; poor, 1; failure, o. 

CV--575 

EFFECT OF SCHOOL LUNCH UPON WEIGHT GAIN, 
CRESTLINE, OHIO 

-
Average gain in pounds 

Percent in-
Grade crease in 

Without With lunch, weight gain 
lunch, 1943-4-4 
1942-43 

!_ __________ 
5.15 6.57 27.6 II __________ 
2.45 4.96 102.4 

Ill __ ------- 1.80 2.43 35.0 IV _________ 3.00 6.10 103.3 
v ---------- 3.80 7.06 85.8 

Wisely, Katherine C., "They Eat To Live 
and Learn," School Executive, volume 68, 
April 1949: 64. 

"The school lunch was begun in an en~ 
deavor to feed needy children who were un
able to concentrate on learning because they 
were hungry. From that crude beginning, 
it has grown into an educational program 
which is supplying the nutrition needs of all 
schoolchildren and, in addition, teaching 
them good habits of health, sanitation, and 
social behavior. . 

"In many communities at the ·turn · of the 
century, funds were being raised by school 
adm~nistr-ato'rs and teachers to provide 
lunches for undernourished and languid 
pupils. Soup schools were operated for 
children who could not even afford to bring 
lunches from home. 

"The depression in the early thirties gave 
impetus to a national school lunch program. 
While city workers were losing their jobs, 
farmers were losing their markets; conse~ 

quently agricultural commodities were being 
dumped. At this time the Federal Govern
ment stepp2d in, bought surplus foods from 
farmers, and made them available free to 
schools." 

ANNE M. FINNEGAN, 
HELEN A. MILLER, 

Education and Public Welfare Division. 
MARCH J.3, 1959. 

THE LmRARY OF CONGRESS, 
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE, 

Washington, D.C. 

TITLES OF MASTER'S THESES RELATED TO NUTRI~ 
TION AND SCHOOLWORK, 1930-49-A SELECTED 
LIST 
Gehring, Clara, "A Review of the Litera~ 

ture Pertaining to the Modification of the 
Intelligence Quotient Through Environmen~ 
tal Changes, Particularly Through Changes 
in Nutritional Status." Woman's College of 
the University of North Carolina, 1943. 

Hoover, Helene Perry, "A Study of theRe
lationship of Certain Social and Emotional 
Factors and Academic Achievement in Nu~ 
trition of High School Girls." Louisiana. 
State University, 1949. 

La Vanway, Priscilla, "Relation of Nutri
tional Status to Motility, Intellectual Per~ 
formance, and Personality of a. Group of 
Iowa Schoolchildren." Iowa State College. 
1949. 

Lippincott, Elizabeth Anne, "A Study To 
Determine if There Is Any Relation Between 
the Breakfast Habits of Childen 9 to 12 and 
the Results of Personality and Mental 
Achievement Tests." Drexel Institute of 
Technology, 1949. 

(Source: U.S. Bureau of Human Nutrition 
and Home Economics. Child development; 
summary of titles of theses completed in col~ 
leges and universities of the United States, 
1930 to 1949. Washington, The Bureau, 1950.) 

ANNE M. FINNEGAN, 
HELEN A. MILLER, 

Education and Public Welfare Division. 
MARCH 13, 1959. 

THE LmRARY OF CONGRESS, .· 
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE, 

Washington, D.C. 

NUTRITION AND SCHOOLWORK-SELECTED 
EXCERPTS, 1941-51 

Atkin, Millicent, "Some Facts About Nutri
tion," Nation's Schools, volume 28, July 
1941: 66. 

"No phase of the problem of human feed~ 
ing deserves more critical application of our 
knowledge of nutrition than does the school 
lunch. Throughout the period of growth 
the quality of the diet is of the utmost im
portance to skeletal development, tooth 
structure, the integrity of soft tissues, and, 
indeed, to the mental progress of the child." 

Behr, Marian C. "Hungry Kids Are Hard 
To Teach," School Executive, volume 68, July 
1949: 42. 

"Thousands of teachers arrive at their 
Q.esks every schoolday prepared to teach. 
Nearly 30 times as many children take their 
seats each day to learn something that will 
fit them . for a useful life. -And yet a large 
percentage of these -cnildren do not learn 
their _lessons because they are hungry. 

" ncolds, nervousness, irritability, fatigue, 
and listlessness are often entirely caused by 
a chronic case of hasty and poor breakfasts, 
a snack lunch, and numerous fountain pur
chases which completely eliminate the child's 
desire for anything as simple and nutritious 
as a raw carrot, an apple, or a serving of beef 
stew. 

"No matter how well trained or sincere 
the teacher is, a hungry child is hard to 
teach. Lunch programs are necessary. They 
are important to the child and to the admin
istration. They are necessary for the child 
from the so-called better home as well as the 
child from the impoverished home. 

"Achievement tests taken before and after 
a lunch program was provided in a school, 
show great improvements when lunches have 
become a regular routine. When a county 
gives its schools achievement tests, the ones 
serving a balanced lunch to most of their 
children invariably have the highest scores. 
The teachers in these schools find their work 
easier because they have healthy and alert 
youngsters to teach. 

"* • • The health of our citizenry is in 
a large extent dependent upon what we eat. 
There can be no more important part of 
education than teaching our children to eat 
welL" 

Evans, Llewellyn, "Let's Build Future Cit
izens on a Foundation of Good Food," Na~ 
tion's Schools, volume 30, July 194:2: 48. 
· "We have seen our educational system 

expand from the three R 's to a complex 
social setup, providing for the mental, phy
sical, and emotional needs of the whole child. 
Each new gain has been won against bitter 
opposition. Many a one-time, so-called fad 
is now an integral part of our educational 
program. 

• • • • • 
"In the matter of health, however, the 

end is not yet in sight. The evolution must 
continue for there is still unconquered the 
enemy to nerves and strength-undernour
ishment. 

"We know that too large a proportion o! 
schoolchildren is not properly nourish.ed. 
Experience of hundreds of classroom teach~ 
ers has shown that by conservative esti
mates 66% percent of our pupils belong 
to the malnutrition group. We know, too, 
t;tlat the scholastic standing of these pupils 
is raised by improvement in health. It is 
tlme, therefore, to look to the food habits 
of these children." 
· Leichsenring, Jane M., "To Make America 

Strong," Minnesota. Journal of Education, 
volume 23, April 1943: 306. 

"Teachers usually report that improved 
nutrition results in less restlessness, fewer 
disciplinary - problem, less inattentiveness, 
decreased absence due to illness, and a re
duced tendency to late afternoon fatigue. 
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In the St. Paul schools, where nutrition 
clinics for undernourished children have 
been a part of the program for many years, 
the teachers observed greater classroom 
achievement in 43 percent or more of the 
children studied, improved scholarship in 
53 percent, attentiveness in 56 percent, and 
posture in 66 percent of the group. 

"The value of the school lunch was ably 
summarized by Batjer who stated: 

" 'There is no better way of strengthening 
our defenses for the years to come than by 
caring for the physical welfare of children 
today. Sturdy, healthy children are es
sential to the Nation's survival.' 

"What light has all this effort thrown on 
the problem of getting the right food on 
Tom and Mary's cafeteria trays, in their 
snack servings, and on their plates at the 
home table? 

"The study proves conclusively that a 
large proportion of teenagers, from well-to
do homes as well as from poor families, are 
either not getting enough to eat or are not 
eating enough of the right things. It in
dicates that this is definitely a teenage 
problem, for these older boys and girls are 
found to have poorer food habits than their 
younger brothers and sisters. 

"Also the study shows that a distinct re
lationship exists between this lack of prope~ 
food and many teenage problems, such as 
laziness-that too-tired-to-do-it feeling
nervousness indicated by nail biting or ir
ritability, and poor appearance-dull hair, 
blemished complexion-and a resultant 
sense of inferiority. Even more striking are 
the harmful effects found on bodily struc
ture-on skeletal growth, tooth soundness, 
body tissues and functions, such as heart 
and lung action. 

"Before-and-after tests made as part of 
the Pennsylvania study revealed many of 
the conditions changed for the better when 
nutritional habits were improved." 

Carmichael, Leonard, "Manual of Child 
Psychology," second edition. New York, 
John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1954, pages 662-63. 

"Nutrition: It is to be expected that small 
positive coefficients will be obtained when 
measures of nutritional status are correlated 
with IQ. These correlations arise from the 
same causes that determine a positive rela
tionship between socioeconomic status and 
IQ and tend to disappear if nutritional vari
ations are examined within a single social 
group. An exception to the last statement 
may be found in cases close to a subsistence 
margin. Thus, among 293 children from 
slum areas, O'Hanlon (1940) found a signifi
cant correlation ( .18 ± .04) between nutri
tional condition and IQ. 

"A more satisfactory approach to this prob
lem is through an experimental procedure, 
as illustrated in the following two. examples. 
Twenty-five children selected by Smith and 
Field (1926) as markedly underweight were 
given school lunches over a 6-month period, 
together with health lessons and various 
motivational devices designed to bring about 
physical improvement. As compared with 
normal controls, striking gains were shown 
in weight but mental development appeared 
to be unaffected. A similar experiment was 
conducted by Seymour and Witaker (1938) 
in a group of 25 underprivileged children 
(6Y:! years old) matched with a control from 
a similar social selection. The experimental 
group was given daily breakfasts in school, 
adequate as to variety and amount, whereas 
the control group received their usual inade
quate breakfast of bread and tea at home. 
Differences between the two groups began to 
appear on standardized tests (such as cancel
lation) by the lOth day, but the superiority 
of the experimental group diminished after 
the breakfasts were discontinued. Neither 
of these two experiments points to any actual 
change in mental growth as a result of 
nutritional gains. 

"More positive results have been reported 
by Poull (1938) and by Kugelmass et al. 
(1944) in a comparison of IQ's of poorly 
nourished children before and after nutri
tional therapy. Marked IQ gains were noted 
for both mental defectives and normals, the 
amount of gain being greater for the yonger 
children. The writers infer that prolonged 
malnutrition may involve irreversible effects 
upon mental development but that in early 
childhood mental retardation (of nutritional 
origin) is more readily overcome. If fu
ture experiments, coupled with longitudinal 
studies,- confirm these findings, the implica
tions for child development in economically 
backward areas may be of great importance. 
We still lack information, however, about the 
degree of malnutrition which is critical and 
the specific factors responsible." 

Fozzy, Paula, "Nutrition Fair Improves 
Diets, Aids Parent-School Relations.," Na
tion's schools, volume 61, March 1958, pages 
80, 84. 

"A dramatized nutrition program in one 
of Chicago's elementary schools has produced 
a market gain in good parent-school rela
tions and a consciousness in the pupils of 
good nutritional habits. The program, spon
sored by the Chicago Nutrition Association, 
was introduced by Marie V. O'Brien, princi
pal of Chicago Kosciuszko Elementary School. 

• • • • • 
"The nutrition program first was started in 

February of 1957, when Dr. O'Brien noticed 
that students who were frequent disciplin
ary problems often had eaten no breakfast. 
At the suggestion of the Chicago Nutrition 
Association, she made a survey of the break
fast eating habits of pupils in grades 4 to 8. 

• • • 
"Dr. O'Brien gives an encouraging message 

to administrators who would like to try a 
nutrition program in their own schools: 'Our 
program has not been so astonishingly suc
cessful that other administrators should be 
afraid to try it. The improvement in the 
children's eating habits, the resulting better 
studying, and the parental interest gen
erated in the school merit the application of 
such a program wherever it seems to be 
needed.'" 

Garber, Martin D., director, Food Distribu
tion Division, Agricultural Marketing Serv
ice; U.S. Department of Agriculture, "School 
Lunch Teamwork," Parents magazine, vol
ume 33, October 1958, page 74: 

"I can't cite statistics which show how 
much this program has meant to all the 
children who have eaten these lunches and 
are now eating them. But teachers tell us 
repeatedly how much the availability of good 
lunches has meant to the health of their 
pupils. They tell us the children come to 
school more regularly and are more atten
tive while they are there. They say good 
health pays a bonus in their learning, too, as 
anyone who has ever tried to study on an 
empty stomach can understand." 

Hill, Austin E., director of health, Houston 
Public . Schools, Houston, Tex., "Nutritional 
Needs of Schoolchildren," Journal of School 
Health, volume 25, May 1955, pages 141, 145. 

"The malnourished schoolchild looks fa
tigued, anemic, has a poor posture, has small 
flabby muscles, a flat chest, and protruding 
abdomen; he feels weak, tires easily, lacks 
endurance, cannot concentrate, appears lazy, 
and his fingernails, mouth, and eyelids are 
pale. Usually he has a mouthful of decayed 
teeth. He is unable and unwilling to per
form work duties at a fast rate for long pe
riods. He usually has no .drive and no 
intiative. Productivity is lessened. There 
is lack of interest, increased irritability, and 
the malnourished child is easily discour
aged." 

• • • • • 
"Students who eat a poor breakfast will 

feel the effects by midmorning, making 

study, class attention, and play difficult. 
Teachers who practice poor eating habits will 
fall victim to this same letdown feeling 
which may give rise to quick tempers, 
strained teacher-pupil relationship, and un
avoidable conflicts in the classroom. 

"Good school lunches are just as important 
as breakfast and needs to be stressed." 

Peck, Leigh, "Child Psychology-A Dy
namic Approach," Boston, D.C. Heath & Co., 
1953, pages 264-265. 

"The brain, which is the organ of intelli
gence, is nourished, like all the other bodily 
organs, from the food we eat. We know 
that serious dietary deficiencies can impair 
the functioning of various organs, and that 
such deficiencies sometimes affect the 
nervous system itself. For example, in cer
tain parts of this country (especially in the 
South) pellagra, caused by a diet lacking in 
vitamins, is found among poor laboring peo
ple who are forced to subsist on "bread and 
sow belly" foil' several months of the year. 
It affects the digestive tract, the skin, and 
the nervous system, causing some of its vic
tims to lose their minds and to require care 
in the State hospitals. It's incidence is 
highest among mothers of growing families; 
who, though they need extra nutrition to 
meet the demands which their unborn chil
dren are making on them, tend to deny 
themselves food in order to give more to the 
children they already have and to husbands 
who must eat in order to do hard labor. 
Treatment consists of a highly nourishing 
diet supplemented by injections of vitamins. 

"When we see how extreme malnutrition 
causes mental illness in an adult, we are 
more than ever impressed with the serious
ness of the question, Does long-continued 
malnutrition affect the mental efficiency of 
growing children? To answer that question, 
we must turn to studies that follow the 
procedure of locating an experimental group 
of undernourished children (unfortunately, 
not a hard thing to do in the underprivi
leged section of any city), giving them in
telligence tests, supplying supplementary 
nutrition for a period of months, and then 
retesting intelligence. In order to avoid 
confusing the influence (if any) of practice 
in raising test scores with changes due to 
improved nutrition, a control group is nec
essary. This may consist of either (a) un
dernourished children who are tested and 
later retested, but are not supplied with in
creased nutrition between tests, or (b) well
nourished children who are tested and later 
retested, with no change of nutritional 
status between tests. The relatively few 
such studies that have been reported agree 
in finding an increase in IQ in the experi
mental group, with improved nutrition. 

"In one study reported by Kugelmass, a 
pediatrician, the experimental group con
sisted of 41 retarded and 50 normal children, 
who were malnourished when first tested 
but well nourished at the time of the sec
ond test. The control group of 41 retarded 
and 50 normal children, were well nourished 
thro-ughout the period covered by the ex
periment. All children were between 2 and 
9 years of age. The control group and the 
experimental group were equated for chron
ological age, initial IQ, and time interval 
between tests (Stanford-Binet or Kuhl
mann-Binet). For control group, no im
provement in average IQ was found. But in 
the experimental group, there was an aver
age rise in IQ of 10 points foil' the retarded 
children and 18 points for the normal chil
dren. Moreover, the results indicated that 
the younger the malnourished child is when 
nutritional therapy 1s provided, the greater 
the improvement in mental functioning.'' 

Southworth, Herman M., and M. I. Klay
man, "The School Lunch Program and Agri
cultural Surplus Disposal," Washington, U.S. 
Government · Printing Office, 1941, page 4 
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(U.S. Department of Agriculture, Miscel
laneous Publlcation No. 467, October 1941): 

"Medical science is finding nutrition an 
important factor in the incidence or inten
sity of an increasing number of diseases and 
disorders. Minor dietary inadequacies are 
now recognized as contributing causes of 
irritability, lassitude, and other ills, mental 
or nervous or physical. They may not .com
monly be called sickness, but they do mean 
failure to enjoy sound and robust health. 

"In the case of schoolchildren these health 
deficiencies mean inability to concentrate on 
studies, lack of interest in schoolwork, and 
other undesirable attitudes. A ~hild so 
handicapped cannot take full advantage of 
the educational opportunities provided him 
at the community's expense. He grows into 
adulthood ill equipped in both mind and 
body for making his own way in society. 

"In the light of such discoveries modern 
nutritionists are turning more and more 
from minimal standards of diet, the food in
take that will sustain life and prevent ob
vious deficiency diseases, to optimal stand
ards the food intake that will make possible 
the full measure of physical and mental 
vitality and stamina of which a person is 
capable. A diet of this kind for every child 
would seem to be a proper goal in a society 
that is based on equality of opportunity. 
But in the United States we appear to be fall- · 
ing far short of providing for every child a 
diet that meets even minimal standards, to 
say nothing of optimal." 

Thorpe, Louis P., "Child Psychology and 
Development," second edition, New York, 
Ronald Press Co., 1955, pages 95-956; 599: 

"Biochemistry now is receiving the recogni
tion it deserves, and its importance for the 
physical growth and emotional well-being of 
children no longer can be ignored. Con
temporary research on both animals and 
humans has disclosed the findings that emo
tional reactions, disorders of the nervous 
system, disease syndromes, and growth and 
aging are intimately related to nutrition and 
the chemistry of the body." 

• • • • 
"A third major group of children with deli

cate health is that comprising those who 
manifest symptoms of inadequate nutrition. 
These children may experience extreme fa
tigue, be unable to learn readily, develop 
various intestinal disorders, be marked by 
defective conditions of the skin or hair, be 
retarded in muscular coordination, be un
derweight, show inadequate bone growth, 
and so on." 

U.S. Office of Education: Interdivisional 
Committee on Nutrition Education and 
School Lunch. 

"School Lunch and Nutrition Education
Some Questions and Answers." Washington, 
U.S. Government Printing .Office, 1951, 
page 2. 

"The school lunch contributes to the 
health of a child to the extent that it bridges 
the gap between what that child needs in 
his diet and what he obtains in his diet at 
home. Food at school and food at home 
should meet body needs for growth, vigor, 
and resistance. When children and youth 
do not have adequate diets, varying degrees 
of nutritional deficienices may develop. Al
though some of these deficiencies may not 
be apparent, they are nevertheless real. Mal
nutrition may hinder schoolwork because it 
m ay interfere with the child's ability to 
carry on normal activities." 

U.S. Office of Education: "The School 
Lunch-Its Educational Contribution," 
Washington, U.S. Government Printing Of· 
fice, 1954, page v. 

"Much has been said and written concern
ing the importance of the school lunch to 
the well-being of boys and girls. It is com
ing to be widely recognized that an adequate 
noon meal is indispensable if pupils are to 

be well nourished., and that only well-nour
ished pupils are able to derive _maximum . 
benefits from the opportunities provided by 
the school. As a result, the proportion of 
schools which serve a complete meal, or at 
least a supplementary dish at noon, has 
steadily increased [John W. Studebaker, for
mer U.S. Commissioner of Education]." 

ANNE M. FINNEGAN, 
HELEN A. MILLER, 

Education and Public Welfare Division. 
MARCH 10, 1959. 

Mr. MORSE. How nice it would be if 
we could say that every little boy and 
girl would also get a nutritious breakfast 
and would get a nutritious supper. But 
we can say the children shall have a 
nutritious lunch. 

Because of one facet of the point 
raised by the Senator from Rhode Is
land, I raised this problem in the com
mittee myself: What about the lunch 
program when school is out of session? 
As the RECORD will show, that is when I 
got the pledges of voluntary assistance to 
help the District Commissioners and the 
school authorities to see to it that even 
during recess periods in the summer 
these little boys· and girls would at least 
get that one precious nutritious meal a 
day. 

Mr. President, we have a chance for 
a great public service. We have an op
portunity in the Senate of the United 
States this afternoon to really serve hu
man values and to demonstrate that we 
simply refuse to put a dollar sign ahead 
of a proved need for food for 7,000 lit
tle boys and girls in the District of 
Columbia. 

PARLIAMENTARY PROCEDURE 

I think the Senator from Rhode Is
land as the chairman of the subcommit
tee of the Appropriations Committee is 
obligated, parliamentarily, to raise a 
point of order. That is why very early 
in my speech today I told the Senate 
that my amendment is subject to a point 
of order. I think the Senator should 
raise the point of order, but I think the 
Senate overwhelmingly should vote to 
suspend the rules, because when the 
point of order is raised I shall move to 
suspend the rules. It will take a two
thirds vote to suspend the rules, and that 
is fair to the Senator from Rhode Island. 
That will be no reflection on the Sena
tor from Rhode Island. 

That is the way we conduct parlia
mentary procedure in the Senate of the 
United States, Mr. President. We ought 
to follow the rules. If the Senator from 
Oregon puts forward an amendment 
which is subject to a point of order, I 
think the point of order ought to be 
raised. And then I think the Senator 
from Oregon ought to move to suspend 
the rules. Because of the merits of my 
argument, because of the humanitarian 
nature of the proposal, because of the 
social justice involved, I think the Sen
ate of the United States ought to over
whelmingly vote to suspend the rules. 
In fact, I should like to see even my dear 
friend from Rhode Island join me in 
that vote. I think that his heart will 
so dictate. I think his heart will so dic
tate because I think I am on solid 
ground on my motion to suspend the 
rules. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to my friend 
from ~enpsylvania. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is aware 
that under rule XL of the Senate there 
is a requirement for one day's notice of 
intention to move to suspend the rules. 
Has the Senator filed such a notice? 

Mr. MORSE. I filed the notice last 
Friday. 

Mr. CLARK. I am delighted to hear 
that. 

Mr. MORSE. I made a speech in the 
Senate last Friday, serving notice that 
I was going to move to suspend the rules. 
I have lived with this problem. 

Mr. CLARK. I do not want to inter .. 
fere with the Senator's train of thought. 
I have a number of questions I should 
like to ask the Senator. I should be 
happy to defer them until later, if the 
Senator would prefer. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator may ask 
the questions at any time. 

Mr. CLARK. How many hungry 
schoolchildren are there in the District 
of Columbia? 

Mr. MORSE. I am seeking in this 
speech to answer that question of fact 
by offering proof which leaves no room 
for doubt, in my judgment, that there 
are at least 7 ,000. I think there are 
more, but I think we have established 
beyond question the figure of 7,000. 

Mr. CLARK. How long have they 
been hungry? 

Mr. MORSE. These little tots have 
been hungry since they were born. I 
am not talking about each individual, 
but about the group. The situation con .. 
tinues year after year. 

Mr. CLARK. This has been a con
tinuing situation for quite a long while, 
has it not? 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. CLARK. How long ago was this 

condition brought to the attention of the 
Commissioners of the District of Colum
bia? 

Mr. MORSE. More than 2 years ago. 
Mr. CLARK. That was the result_ was 

it not, of an investigation conducted by 
the senior Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. MORSE. Ably assisted by the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania, the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. BEALL], and other 
members of the District of Columbia 
Committee. 

Mr. CLARK. How close to the Nation's 
Capitol do some of these hungry children 
live? 

Mr. MORSE. As the Senator knows. 
even though some spots have been cleared 
in the slum clearance program, the Sena
tor could stand at the back of the House 
Office Building and, with one of the little 
stones he and I used to throw as boys, 
called "sailing stones," which we threw 
out on the water and across a stream, he 
could hit some of those hovels. Some of 
them are within two blocks of the Capi
tol. They have no toilet facilities. 

Within two blocks of the Capitol, the 
Senator could walk down the alleys on 
hot July days and find that the stench 
from human waste was nauseating, 
That is how close to the Capitol this 



9110 CONGRESSIONAL· RECORD;.....;.. SENATE May.- 26· 

problem comes.· We made some improve
ment by eliminating some of the hovels, 
but there are still many blocks of them 
near the Capitol. 

Mr. CLARK. How much would it cost 
to give those children one square meal a 
day? 

Mr. MORSE. The request I am making 
is for $700,000, in addition to the $133,000 
which the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PASTORE] is recommending. The 
answer is that the additional amount, in 
round numbers, is $790,000. 

Mr. CLARK. That would merely pro
vide one square meal a day for 7,000 hun
gry children only during the period they 
were attending school. 

Mr. MORSE. This would provide only 
for the school year. As I stated, at the 
hearing I asked almost every witness who 
represented some agency, church, par
ent-teacher group, or neighborhood 
house if he would volunteer his services 
if the District of Columbia authorities 
were to provide facilities to distribute 
food during the vacation period. 

Mr. CLARK. Does the bill before the 
Senate provide the full amount asked by 
the District Commissioners? 

Mr. MORSE. It provides a little more. 
Mr. PASTORE. No. It provides ex

actly the amount asked for, namely, 
$133,000. 

Mr. MORSE. It provides more for 
some other items. 

Mr. PASTORE. In fairness to the 
House, it should be stated that the House 
increased the amount by $166,000, but 
it took the additional sum from the 9P
erating cost of the school department. 
That action was opposed both by the 
school department and by the Commis
sioners. The Commissioners thought 
they should receive the modest starting 
figure of $133,000. 

Mr. CLARK. Would the Senate com
mittee version provide the full amount 
requested by the Commissioner? 

Mr.PASTORE. Yes. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am 

very much opposed to taking any of the 
nioney from teachers' salaries. It must 
come from the Federal payment. 

On the House side we have the fur
ther bad situation, in which we would, in 
effect, in my judgment, be taking it, in 
the last analysis, from teachers' salaries 
would we not? 

Mr. PASTORE. I quite agree with the 
Senator. If it is to be done at all, it 
should not be done at the expense of 
curtailing other essential services or 
eliminating things which must be done 
for the general welfare of the commu
nity. If we are to embark upon the pro
gram at all, we must provide for the 
financing of the program. The Senator 
has so proposed. He has added the cost 
to the contribution. 

There was quite a discussion as to 
whether or not we dared to raise the 
House figure for the Federal contribu
tion. It is true that in negotiating in 
conference with the House we have not 
gone beyond the :figure stipulated by the 
House. The Senator from Pennsylva
nia knows that we have gone through 
that experience for the past 3 or 4 years. 
That is one of the realities of life. I do 

not·know how the House might look at it 
if the Senate were to overrule it. 

I am compelled to raise the point of 
order. As I previously said, I do so re
luctantly because this is such a humani
tarian project. However, I "feel that the 
Commissioners are on the right side of 
the whole problem. They are willing to 
undertake the program on a modest 
scale. The only question is, Should we 
go all the way now, or be content with 
the modest start suggested? 

Mr. CLARK. So far as the Senator 
knows, did the Commissioners give any 
explanation as to why they were unwil
ling to accept the full program recom
mended by the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. MORSE. I think it is fair to say 
that in their argument they said they 
would like to try out the program. They 
said they would like to pursue a further 
inquiry into the facts. The hearing rec
ord will show, on page 66, a statement by 
Commissioner McLaughlin, in which he 
stated that to install a complete lunch 
program in the elementary schools was 
beyond the ability of the District of Co
lumbia to finance. On page 66 there is 
a discussion of that subject. I take the 
position, of course, that it is up to us to 
provide the financing. 

Mr. CLARK. What is the Federal 
contribution called for by the bill? 

Mr. PASTORE. In the Senate com
mittee version, $27 million; in the House 
version, $25 million. 

Mr. CLARK. What is the authoriza
tion for the Federal payment? 

Mr. PASTORE. $32 million. 
Mr. CLARK. Is the Senator aware of 

any reason why the entire authorized 
Federal payment should not have been 
included in the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. There are many rea
sons, but I am in disagreement with the 
reasons. 

Mr. PASTORE. May I answer the 
question? 

Mr. MORSE. Certainly. 
Mr. PASTORE. Last year we appro

priated $20 million for the Federal con
tribution. This year the House commit
tee recommended $22,500,000, for the 
fiScal year 1960. Then a new proposal 
arose in connection with the supplemen
tal bill, which required $7 million, I be
lieve. At any rate, $2,500,000 was re
stored on the floor of the House, which 
made the full amount $24 million. This 
was 3 or 4 weeks ago. 

We have no illusions as to the area in 
which we are working. It would not re
quire much pushing of the Senator from 
Rhode Island to make the figure $32 
million. On the other hand, it makes 
little difference with what we go into 
the conference. The impo-rtant thing is 
with what do we come out. Usually we 
come out with a figure more or less dic
tated by the House. Those are the facts 
of life. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. I should like to assist 

the distinguished Senator from Oregon 
in giving our distinguished colleague 
from Rhode Island, whom I hold in the 
highest and most affectionate regard, a 
push. I think it would be a good thing 

to push our friend from Rhode Island , 
a· little further, particularly when he. 
says he does not mind being pushed . . 

I think we all owe a great debt of 
gratitude to the Senator from Rhode 
Island for his own sense of propulsion, 
which has resulted in substantially in
creasing the amount of the Federal pay
ment over what it was during the first 
year of my service in the Senate. 

I believe our thanks should also be 
extended to the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, the able Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. BIBLE]. 

I believe that truth has a way of pre
vailing, on the whole, and in the long 
1·un. Under a series of pressures from . 
this body, our good friends in the other 
body are slowly but surely coming to 
appreciate the fact that we cannot af
ford to have the Capital of the greatest 
Nation in the world inadequately fi
nanced, with inadequate public services, 
and with 7,000 hungry children within 
a stone's throw of the Capitol. 

I agree that my good friend from 
Rhode Island is obligated to make the 
point of order. I hope he will help us to 
have the Federal payment increased, 
and to obtain money for the hungry 
schoolchildren. I hope he will help us 
to obtain the two-thirds vote we need to 
place this item in the District of Colum
bia appropriation bill, and that he can 
go to conference with a clear conscience, 
as I know he would, and say to our 
good friends representing the House, 
"Gentlemen, this question does not in
volve solely the District of Columbia. 
This is a question for the United States 
of America. This is a question for the 
whole free world." 

I say to my good friends from Oregon 
and Rhode Island that we cannot justify 
before the people of Washington, before 
the people of the United States of 
America, before the people of the un
committed world, and, indeed, we can
not justify before the people of the slave 
world, permitting 7,000 hungry children 
to exist within a stone's throw of the 
Capitol. 

I wish to commend my friend from 
Oregon for his courage and industry and 
persistence in keeping this matter before 
the Senate year after year. I hope he 
will continue. to keep it before the Senate 
year after year. It is a rank injustice to 
these children that American citizens 
should be denied the right to vote their 
own taxes and appropriations through 
action of the Senate. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Pennsylvania very 
much. I quoted from what Commis
sioner McLaughlin has said in the rec
ord of my hearing, because I always 
insist upon trying to be fair, and if I am 
not, it is because I have been overlook
ing something. I now notice another 
statement which I should like to q~ote, 
in fairness to the Commissioner. I 
quoted his first statement with respect 
to the installation of a free lunch pro
gram in the elementary schools, and his 
stating that it was beyorid the ability of 
the District to finance it. In other 
words, his first objection was the ques
tion of money. · Then later he went on 
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to say that he felt it was necessary to 
make a study of it, . and this is his 
testimony: 

In the plan submitted by the special com
mittee of the Board of Education, it is 
stated: 

"Since the teachers and principals are in 
close contact with the children, the selec
tion of pupils to receive free lunches should 
be left wholly in the hands of these school 
officials." 

The total estimate of children eligible to 
receive free lunches was made by the prin
cipals and teachers in .June 1958. The com
puted number, 7,000, has not been verified, 
and the Commissioners believe that it may 
be overstated. We propose that needy chil
dren to benefit in a free lunch program in 
the elemetary schools b.e certified by the 
Department of Public Welfare. 

In other words, he raised a question 
of fact. Once he raised that question of 
fact--and he was an early witness; in 
fact, I believe he was one of the first 
witnesses-! devoted the hearings, by 
witness after witness, to testimony bear
ing upon that question of fact. It is that 
testimony which I am summarizing in 
my speech this afternoon. If Senators 
will analyze it, they will see that we 
should have a program for at least 7,000. 

I should like to say further, in regard 
to the Commissioner's wanting a pilot 
program, to determine whether we ought 
to have a free lunch program, one 
would think, to hear that statement, 
that we were back in the 1930's. There 
was a time when this was a great issue 
in the educational systems of America. 
But no longer is it an issue. 

Let us look at the school lunch table 
I have already put into the RECORD. 
State after State, city after city, com
munity after community, has a school 
llUlch program. Yet here we have three 
Commissioners of the District of Co
lumbia who say, "We want a year to 
study it, to try it out on a thousand 
children." 

I say respectfully and good humoredly 
that they ought to read, and they ought 
to study, and they ought to go into the 
record as to what has been proven about 
the desirability of a free lunch program. 
They ought to go into the doctorate 
theses and the university research 
studies which I have put into the record 
of my hearings as to the direct relation
ship between a free lunch program and 
attendance and improved behavior and 
improved absorption ability on the part 
of students in classrooms. It is a proven 
case. Therefore, there is no need to try 
it any further, or to try it to see whether 
it is a good idea. !if I am right on my 
facts, they do not need to find out 
whether they have 7,000 children in need 
of help. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. Then I shall 
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CLARK. Who appoints the Com
missioners of the District of Columbia? 

Mr. MORSE. The President of the 
United States. If I had my way with 
the Morse bill, the people would elect a 
mayor and the people of the District of 
Columbia would exercise their right of 
franchise and run their own city. 

Mr. CLARK. Is there any connection 
between the amount requested to run 

the District of Columbia for the ensuing 
fiscal year and the President's budget? 

Mr. MORSE. Undoubtedly there is, 
but I will yield to the Senator from 
Rhode Island on that point. 

Mr. CLARK. I assume the Senator 
from Rhode Island would say that the 
District of Columbia appropriation is 
one of the appropriations that go into 
the President's budget. Is that correct? 

Mr. PASTORE. That is right. Of 
course, let us be fair--

Mr. CLARK. The Federal payment, 
that is. 

Mr. PASTORE. Yes. Let us be fair 
and say that we do have a school lunch 
program in the District. We have it in 
the secondary schools. We have the fa
cilities for it there. That system would 
serve more or less as a pattern if we 
followed it in the elementary schools. 
We do not have such a program in the 
elementary schools, for the reason that 
they are not equipped for it and have 
not been in the past. Whether they 
could take on the whole load at one 
time is the problem which is presented 
here. I quite agree with the Senator 
from Oregon. I hope we are not argu
ing the philosophy of the matter. I am 
not against the philosophy of feeding 
children in the schools. I am all for it. 

Mr. CLARK. I am aware of the very 
keen interest the Senator from Rhode 
Island has in this subject. Speaking 
of the President's budget, I am won~er
ing whether the feeding of these chil
dren would be in accord with the budget. 
I suspect it would not. I wonder if we 
would not break the sacred $77 billion 
budget ceiling if we were to feed the 
7,000 hungry children in the District. 
I wonder whether the Senator would 
care to comment on that point. 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, how the Senator 
tempts me. That is another speech 
which I shall have to make. The Sen
ator tempts me. [Laughter.] I shall 
summarize it by saying that there is 
nothing sacrosanct about a balanced 
budget if we balance it at the expense 
of human values. 

Mr. CLARK. I should like to ask the 
Senator one more question. Does the 
Senator have any doubt that the Dis
trict of Columbia Commissioners were 
clearly wrong-and fine gentlemen they 
are-when they said it was beyond the 
ability of the District of Columbia to fi
nance the school lunch program? 

Mr. MORSE. They are just as dead 
wrong as anyone wrong can be, especial
ly in view of some of the other recom
mendations they have made which I feel 
they should not have made if they were 
going to do it at the sacrifice of this 
item. 

Mr. CLARK. I suspect that, being 
appointed by the President, they come 
a little under his influence when the 
question arises as to whether they are 
afflicted with "budgetitis." 

Mr. MORSE. One reason why I am 
against the administration's alleged 
home rule bill-and it is not a home rule 
bill-is that the President would appoint 
a governor and a lieutenant governor-
2 patronage jobs-and one of my ob
jections to it is that the governor and 
lieutenant governor would be bound to 
give at least some consideration to 

whether the President would smile upon 
them if they followed a course of action 
known to be contrary to his position in 
regard to some matter of public policy. 

However, that is another subject. 
Senators will have to listen-of course 
they can walk out, as many do-but they 
will have to hear from me on that sub
ject later, when we get into it. I have 
a great many things to say to my able 
chairman, the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. BIBLE]. I am lobbying him. I am 
trying to get him to be in favor of the 
Morse bill as against the backward bill 
of the President. He has been very fair. 
He has madP it very clear to me that he 
is open to persuasion. I am working on 
him. 

These matters are all hooked to
gether. We have before us right now the 
question as to whether we are going to 
accept what in the last analysis is the 
budget recomr endation of the Bureau 
of the Budget-with the Bureau of the 
Budget speaking for the President-or 
have a free lunch program for 7,000 
children. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. I believe I am one 

of the cosponsors with the Senator from 
Oregon on his bill for home rule for the 
District of Columbia. If I am wrong 
about that, I would be honored to be a 
cosponsor. 

Mr. MORSE. I am happy to have the 
Senator as a cosponsor. As I said earlier 
it is seldom that I find myself in dis
agreement with the Senator from Rhode 
Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. I believe we should 
clarify an apparent injustice which 
may be done to the President of the 
United States-and I rise now as a 
Democrat only because there is no Re
publican Senator present on the :floor 
at the moment-and out of clarity in 
the situation, I should like to make a 
statement. 

In fairness, it should be said that the 
President sent to Congress a budget 
which called for a Federal contribution 
to the District of $32 million. But the 
House cut back that amount to $25 mil
lion. I suppose that if the recommen
dation of the President were followed in 
that regard-and certainly we took into 
account the overall budget which was 
sent up by the Bureau of the Budget
and if the District were allowed $32 mil
lion, there would have been more than 
enough money not only to take care of 
the 7,000 children provided for in the 
amendment of the Senator from Oregon, 
but, indeed, all of the hungry children 
in the community, because I am frank 
to say I think the number might exceed 
7,000. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator 
from Rhode Island for pointing out that 
the President recommended $32 million 
for the District of Columbia in the 
budget. The record is clear that when 
he did so, I highly commended him. 
It strengthens the argument made by 
the Senator from Pennsylvania that the 
Committee on Appropriations should be , 
given a little push toward approving $32 
million. 
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I think that with the President be .. 
hind us-and I think we would have him 
behind us-we should rally to the cause 
of providing the $32 million originally . 
recommended by -the President, and 
could then certainly add $700,000 more 
for 7,000 hungry children in the District 
of Columbia. 

I thank the Senator from Rhode 
Island for helping me out with respect 
to the President, because now, in the 
name of the President, I ask for $700,000 
for the 7,000 children. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. Let the RECORD show 

that the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BEALtJ has just entered 
in the Chamber and is the only Repub
lican present during this discussion. I 
hope that when the motion of the Sena
tor from Oregon is put to a vote, there 
will be a solid phalanx of all Repub
lican Senators backing the President of 
the United States in order to get the 
money to feed the hungry schoolchildren 
and to provide the $32 million appro
priation which is so drastically needed 
by the District of Columbia. 

I feel c·ertaih we can count on our 
colleagues who will be filling the empty 
seats across the aisle to stand by the 
President in this regard. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLARK. In a somewhat different 
vein, I may say that I was unable to be · 
present during all of the splendid speech 
which the Senator from Oregon is 
making. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is still 
with me on the introduction. 

Mr. CLARK. I hope that either he 
has commented or will comment, per
haps in extenso, upon the impact on our 
foreign policy of 7,000 hungry school 
children who live within a stone's throw 
of the Capitol of the United States, in the 
light of the information which can be 
spread all over the world as a result of 
this debate. 

FOREIGN POLICY ASPECTS OF PROBLEM 

Mr. MORSE. As my very able col
league on the Committee on the District 
of Columbia, the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. BEALL] knows, I made in com
mittee what I called the foreign argu
ment in support of this program. I will 
give a thumbnail sketch of it here. 

There is no doubt that what Congress 
does in fulfilling its responsibility to the 
District of Columbia is a matter of wide 
comment, particularly in the under
developed nations of the world. I said 
earlier in · my speech that most of the 
7,000 boys and girls are Negroes. We 
know what happens to propaganda on 
the part of those forces in the world 
which want to put us in a bad light. · I 
simply say that the record is clear and 
can be documented. 

For example, the fact that Congress 
does not provide home rule for the Dis
trict of Columbia and the fact that there 
are hungry children in the District of 
Columbia are matters of international 
comment, particularly in the under
developed areas of the ·world. Mr. Lee, 
Mr. Gulledge, and Mr. Smith can bear 

out that statement. So could Dr. Marcy, 
the head of the staff of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, if he were here. 
Many communications from many parts 
of the world have been received concern
ing the hungry children investigation 
which the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. CLARK] helped me with 2 years ago. 

I have always been surprised by the 
number of requests we have had for 
copies of those hearings from many parts 
of the world, including the underdevel
oped areas. The Senator from Penn
sylvania has put his finger on a very im
portant facet of the issue we are con
sidering this afternoon. If we want to 
strengthen America's position prestige
wise in the field of foreign policy, then 
let us do something about the deplorable 
conditions in the District of Columbia, 
for which we in Congress are responsi
ble, because we hold the purse strings. 

Mr. CLARK. There is no question 
about that. 

Mr. MORSE. We can determine 
whether we want to provide $700,000 this 
afternoon or not. 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. BEALL. I congratulate the Sen

ator from Oregon on the splendid state
ment he is making. He and the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK] and I 
acted together on this matter 2 years 
ago. I am definitely with the Senator in 
what he is doing this afternoon. I think 
it was about 5 weeks ago that I wrote 
him a letter, which is now a part of the 
hearing record-! shall not reread it
in which I commended the Senator from 
Oregon for bringing this matter to our 
attention. 

I think it is very unfortunate that 
some persons wish to inject the racial 
question into such matters. To me, this 
is a moral question. I can readily un
derstand why certain persons who are 
trying to disrupt our activities and are 
trying to drive a wedge between certain 
groups of people in the United States, 
and who are trying to separate us by one 
subterfuge or another, always raise the 
racial question. But because the group 
who are most affected are those of a 
minority race, it ill behooves us in Con
gress to do anything which would draw 
criticism upon us from people in other 
parts of the world. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Subcommittee on District of Columbia 
Appropriations made a statement con
aerning the administration. I did not 
quite hear all that was said. However, 
I think it is interesting to note- and the 
record will so show-that the Commit
tee on Appropriations r~duced by $4 mil
lion the budget which the President had 
requested. So now if we are economy 
minded, who is responsible for that? 
- Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. BEALL. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. I rose in defense of 

the action of the President. The ques
tion was raised whether it was an econ
omy-minded President who was denying 
funds for this purpose. In justice to the 
President, since there was no Republi
can in the Chamber at the moment, I 
rose to say that the budget which had 

been sent up by the President required 
a Federal contribution of $32 million. I 
made that statement in the President's 
defense, not in criticism of him. 

Mr. BEALL. Then I rephrase my re
marks. I thank the Senator from 
Rhode Island for coming to the defense 
of the President. 

I hope the Senate will concur in the 
motion of the Senator from Oregon that 
the rules be suspended so that his 
amendment can be considered. I 
wholeheartedly endorse the amend
ment, and will support it. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator · 
from Maryland. I, too, joined in the 
s,uggestion that we should support the 
President in his recommendation con
cerning the District of Columbia budget. 
I hope every Republican Senator will 
ask the question before the vote on my 
motion to suspend the rules: Where 
does GLENN BEALL stand? I stress that 
to my Republican colleagues, because 
the Senator from Maryland is the rank
ing Republican member of the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia; and if 
the Republicans were in control, he 
would be the chairman of the commit
tee. 

The Senator from Maryland has al
ways been completely nonpartisan about 
District of Columbia affairs. I am 
proud to say that of the whole commit
tee, on both sides of the table. Without 
any reflection on -any other Republican 
Senator, it is my opinion that no other 
Republican in the Senate is as well 
versed and thoroughly familiar with 
District of Columbia affairs as is the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BEALL]. 
That means a great deal to me. I 
should like the distinguished minority 
leader to pay · particular attention to · 
this statement, for I should like h is in.:. 
dulgence for a moment. After all, I 
have a hunch that as the Senator from 
Illinois votes on this matter a large 
number of Republicans will vote. I 
would have the minority leader and the 
rest of the Republican Members of the 
Senate know that the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BEALL], in giving his 
support to me on my motion .to suspend 
the rules, and his support to me on my 
amendment, does not surprise me a bit. 
In fact , the only thing which would 
have surprised me would have been if 
he had been opposed to my motion, be
cause over the years he and I have stood 
shoulder to shoulder on issue after 
issue in the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. I would guess that prob
ably there could be counted on the 
fingers of one hand all the times he and 
I have been in opposition to each other 
in regard to any matter before the Dis
trict of Columbia Committee during 
those years. 

So I wish to say to my Republican 
colleagues that their student on District · 
of Columbia affairs is the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BEALL]; and his support 
of the motion I made to suspend the 
rule and his support of my amendment 
on its merits are very much appreciated 
by me. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a t able in regard to District of 
Columbia schools. · 
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There being no objection, the table was ·ordered to be printed in ·the RECORD, as follows: 

P ublic schools of the District of Columbia--Detail showing the number of childrf]n in the needy lunch program as of Mar. 10, 1959; with 
percentage of Negro and white child1·en indicated · 

P ercent 
Number Number Number Number N egro 

Total enroll- N egro white pupils on N egro pupils enrollment 
School ment, Oct. pupils, pupils, n eedy lunch on n eedy on n eedy 

17, 1958 Oct. 17, 1958 Oct. 17, 1958 program, lunch lunch 
M ar. 10, 1959 program program 

B undy_ -- - -- ------------ - -- 444 437 7 47 47 10.7 
Cook, J . F ... . . . ·. ~ ---- - -- --- 695 695 0 55 55 7. 9 
L angston-Slater __ - --- ------ 609 609 0 55 55 9. 0 
M onroe. __ - ---- ---- - - - ---- - 685 678 7 29 29 4.2 
Montgomery, S ______ ___ ___ 581 580 1 27 27 4. 6 
M orse . ••• __ - -.-·----- - -- - --- 211 211 0 25 25 11.8 
Moten . •..•• • -- --.----- -- - -- 604 604 0 37 37 6. 9 
P erry _____ _ ----. _____ _ •• ____ 277 276 1 51 51 18. 4 
Seaton ___ ____ .. .•. • -- - - ... __ 365 199 166 29 22 11.1 
Simmons.- ---. _____ .•.• • --. 783 781 2 35 35 4. 4 
Stevens .•••.• • ___ ... ___ __ • __ 422 398 24 65 65 16.3 
Thomson ... ---- ------------ 572 453 119 105 91 20. 0 
Walker-Jones ... • ___ . __ • ____ 952 948 4 ·120 120 12.6 
Young _____ .--------------- - 1, 669 1, 665 4 38 38 2.3 

TotaL •••••••••••••••• 8, 869 8, 534 335 718 697 8.1 

Prepared by Edith A : Lyons, assistant superintendent, M ar. 10, 1959. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the table 
shows the number of children in the 
needy lunch program as of March 10, 
1959, with the percentage of Negro chil
dren and white children indicated. 

I agree with the Senator from Mary
land that it is too bad that in connec
tion with this matter there has to be 
any discussion of any phase of the race 
program. However, we cannot avoid it, 
for it is one of the realities of the situa
tion. It simply happens to be . one of 
the facts affecting this situation that 
many of these needy school children 
come from the homes of colored people. 
It is in many of those homes that the 
food preparation program to which I 
earlier addressed myself needs to be de
veloped. So, Mr. President, I raise this 
fact as only one of the operative facts 
in connection with this program. 

Now I wish to proceed with my main 
argument. 

Mr. President, I have stressed the dif
ferential with regard to public welfare 
and the fact that a certain amount of 
the public welfare assistance funds must 
be taken from the food allowance, in or
der to pay the rent, over and above the 
amount that is permissible. I wish to 
point out that although the fact that 
the welfare payments have been in
creased by a small amount is no justifica
tion for arguing that there is no need for 
this school lunch program. It is still 
needed, because those small amounts of 
increase have been needed to make up 
for increase in cost of living. 

Even if for the sake of argument I ac
cepted the logic of that argument
which I do not-I would be forced to 
ask: "What do you propose to do about 
the unhelped and hungry 60 percent of 
the children whose families are not re
ceiving public assistance grants?" and in 
addition "Why should being in high 
school entitle the hungry to food? Do 
not younger children also hunger?" 

On page 66 of my subcommittee hear
ing record may be found the statement 
of Commissioner McLaughlin in which 
he sta ted that to instail a complete lunch 
program in the elementary schools was 

beyond the ability of the District to fi
nance. He went on to say: 

However, we recognize the duty to feed 
needy children, and a way can be found for 
a beginning in the direction of a project to 
furnish free lunches to those pupils who are 
actually in the "hungry" category. A sup
plemental appropriation for even a limited 
type of free lunch program at the elementary 
school level would be required, as there are 
no funds available for this purpose. 

The District of Columbia Public School 
Food Service Act of 1951 was amended in 
September 1958, in order to provide lunches 
for children without cost or at a reduced cost 
if such children are members of families 
who are recipients of public assistance 
granted by the District. 

Now, the chairman may recall that the 
bill proposed by the District Commissioners 
had three categories: This category that I 
have just mentioned; also, the children of 
large families, and children of families of 
low income. Now, the bill was passed in this 
form, and they struck out the other two 
categories. 

It is the intention of the Commissioners 
to request further amendment of the Food 
Services Act so that if funds were made 
ava ilable, free lunches might be served to 
other pupils in cases where there is a demon
strated need for this service, and where the 
parents were una.ble to provide for the mid
day meal. Until an amendment of law is ob
tained, however, any payments made from 
appropriated funds for free lunches would 
be restricted to those for children whose 
parents or guardians are receiving public 
assistance. 

Now, we have recently had an opinion of 
the corporation counsel to the effect that 
the amendment of last year applies when 
lunches are provided to the elementary 
schools, in addition to the senior high 
schools and junior high schools, to the ele
mentary schools as well, although at the 
time it was passed, it was actually effective 
and at present is only effective in the senior 
and the junior high schools. 

Senator MoRsE. Mr. Commissioner, I think 
it is true, is it not, that the term "recipient 
of public assistance," does include those who 
are certified for surplus foods? 

Mr. SHEA. No, sir; it does not. They are 
two different programs, and a person who is 
eligible for surplus food is not necessarily 
eligible for public assistance. 

Senator MoRsE. We had better take a look 
at that, hadn't we, if we are going to consider 
any legislative changes? 

Mr. SHEA. We might. 

Percent P ercent · P ercent 
N egro pupils Number white white pupils 

on needy white pupils enrollment on n eedy 
lunch pro- on n eedy on n eedy lunch pro-

gram to total lunch lunch gram to to tal 
enrollment program program enrollment 
in school in school 

10 . . 5 0 0 0 
7. 9 0 0 0 
9.0 0 0 0 
4. 2 0 0 0 
4. 6 0 0 0 

11.8 0 0 0 
6. 9 0 0 0 

18. 4 0 0 0 
6. 0 7 4. 2 1. 9 
4. 4 0 0 0 

15. 4 0 0 0 
15. 9 14 11.7 2.4 
12. 6 0 0 0 
2.3 0 0 0 

7. 8 21 6.2 .2 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. On February 18, 1959, 
there was submitted to the Commissioners 
by a special committee of the Board of Edu
cation a plan for supplying lunches to ap
proximately 7,000 needy children. 

Estimated costs, as determined by the 
public schools and adjusted by the Commis
sioners, are as follows: 

Public schools: 
Recurring costs: Lunches at 36 

cents, transporation, equip
ment repair, part-time clerical 
help, civil service requirement, 
postage, office supplies, elec-
tricity and gas _______________ $571, 000 

Initial equipment and alteration costs __________________________ 166,000 

Department of Public Welfare: Re-
curring costs: 10 social workers, 
3 clerks, and miscellaneous ex
penses_________________________ 75,000 

Department of General Adminis
tration: Recurring costs: Unem-
ployment compensation________ 8, 000 

Total estimated 1st-year costs _____________________ 820,000 

The Commissioners are of the opinion 
that participation by the Welfare Depart
ment in such a program is warranted, as 
will be explained more specifically in subse
quent portions of this statement. 

Senator PROUTY. Mr. Commissioner, may I 
ask what criteria are used by the principal 
and the teachers in determining when a 
child is hungry? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. May I ask the school 
people to go into that? 

Dr. Hansen? 
Dr. HANSEN. I'll be glad to supply that. 
Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Dr. Hansen, Mr. Chair-

man. 
Dr. HANSEN. The children whose parents 

are on public assistance are in t h e first 
grouping. Second, the children whose par
ents or guardians are receiving surplu s 
foods, and in the third category, the chil
dren who seem to be in need of food accord
ing to the judgment of the teacher, the 
nurse, or the doctor. 

Senator PROUTY. A medical examination is 
involved? 

Dr. HANSEN. A medical observation, not 
necessarily an examination. These are the 
three criteria. 

Mr. President, a moment ago the Sena
tor from Rhode Island pointed out that 
we have a lunch program for both the 
junior high schools and the senior high 
schools in the District of Columbia. 
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How well I know that. When I was 
president of the Parent-Teachers' Asso-: 
ciation at Alice Deal Junior High School 
for two terms, I auctioned off-I do not 
know how many....:._hundreds of dollars• 
worth of cookies, pies, candy, cakes, and 
whatnot, in an effort to raise funds with 
w-hich to buy the equipment for the cafe
teria-because, Mr. President, believe it 
or not, a parsimonious Congress never 
appropriated enough money, in -connec
tion with the District of Columbia budget, 
to pay for kitchen equipment and cafe
teria equipment in the junior high 
schools and the senior high schools of 
the District of Columbia. So many a 
parent-teachers' association in the Dis
trict of Columbia has raised the needed 
money, by means of cookie, cake, and 
candy auctions; and, as I have said, I 
have auctioned off a good many hundreds 
of dollars' worth of them for that very 
purpose. 

But I submit that the Senator from 
Rhode Island has helped my case by 
pointing out that there is this program 
in the District of Columbia for both the 
junior high schools and the senior high 
schools. If it is needed there, is it not 
also needed in the grade schools? In 
fact, hungry as teenagers can get, I do 
not know of any hunger that can surpass 
that of a devouring 10-year-old or that 
of a child of any other age in the grade
school bracket. The facilities are already 
available. 

Let us also not forget that this school 
lunch program is not going to be a pro
gram for hot lunches in all the grade 
schools. ·In some instances, the food will 
be prepared in the kitchens which 
already exist in some of the neighboring 
junior high schools and senior high 
schools. However, as I shall state later 
in my speech, witness after witness said 
that from a nutritional standpoint, a ·bag 
lunch or a cold lunch, if one- could be 
provided, would meet the nutritional 
need. 

As the ·witnesses who appeared before 
our committee showed, Mr. President, 
there already exist the facilities with 
which the lunches can be provided. So 
let me say there is no need for any pilot 
program as recommended by the District 
of Columbia Commissioners. Certainly 
there is no need for it insofar as study
ing the procedure for administering the 
program is concerned. That is behind 
us. The facilities already exist. We 
have been feeding 700 by means of the 
volunteer program I have already dis
cussed. To add 300 more would not 
make any difference, insofar as concerns 
providing us with any information which 
we do not already have in regard to the 
workability of the program. 

Mr. President, it was a rather lengthy 
quotation from the record, but I wished 
to read it because it nails down the point 
that the Commissioners have accepted 
the duty to feed needy child:-en. It also 
verifies the fact that the Board of Edu
cation, alert to the need, had submitted 
to the Commissioners a cost estimate for 
the program. This cost estimate, in
cidentally, was for $687,317 during the 
first year, as testified to on page 116 of 
the hearing record; but the Commission
ers adjusted that figure upward to 

$820,000~ .Since, as I am hopeful -:will 
happen, the full amount will be appro
priated, I feel it only fair to proceed 
upon the basis o.f the Commissioners' 
estimate. 

Mrs. Pettit, who testified for the School 
Board, as shown on page 116, tOld the 
subcommittee: 

BOARD OF EDUCATION POSITION 
Mrs. PETTIT. Thank you. By unanimous 

proposal on February 12, 1959, the Board of 
Education approved a statement of policy 
to the effect that provisions should be made 
to supply .lunches for needy children by 
m,eans of appropriated funds at the earliest 
possible date. The Superintendent and a 
special committee were authorized to pre
pare plans for this project in coordination 
wit h the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia. 

On February 18 the committee forwarded a 
plan to the Commissioners. This was pre
sented to the Board of · Commissioners at a 
mee·t ing held on February 24, 1959. The pro
posal provides for feeding something over 
7,000 elementary-school children at an initial 
estimated cost of $687,317 the first year and 
a recurring cost of $521,491 annually. 

Now, Mr. President, listen to what this 
member of the School Board, who is a 
member of the Board of Education of the 
Pistrict of Columbia, testified to. Her 
testimony discloses the position of the 
Board of Education. She said: 

The position of the Board of Education on 
the issue of supplying lunches to needy chil
dren from public funds is well defined. It 
believes that immediate provision should 
be made for the children who need lunches 
at school. 

She did not say only 1,000 of them. 
She said it was the Board's decision-and 
that was the School Board-that provi
sion should be made for those who 
need it. 

I continue to quote from the testimony 
of Mrs. Pettit: 

It believes that it is not only simple justice 
to expand the needy lunch program at the 
secondary level to the elementary .level, but 
that this will improve the way these chil
dren learn at school. The detailed testi
mony will be supplied by the Superintendent 
of Schools, and the administrative staff. I 
am, however, appreciative of the opportunity 
to speak on the issue for the Board of Edu
cation as chairman of its special commit
tee on this subject of this hearing. 

Here is the testimony of the chairman 
of the special committee of the Board of 
Education, which was assigned by the 
Board the task of looking into the lunch 
program. Here is their program. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
PROUTY] said at that point: 

Am I correct in underst andin g that the 
Board of Education recommends that pro
vision for lunches be made exclusively for, 
roughly, 7,000 needy children? 

Mrs . PETTIT. That was the action of t h e 
Board. 

I next wish to direct the attention of 
the Senate to the testimony presented 
by Dr. Hansen on pages 118 and 119 of 
the hearing record. 

Before I turn to his testimony, let me 
pin this point down for the RECORD. 
There is no question as to where the 
Board of Education stands. There is no 
question, as will be seen in a moment, 
that the Superintendent and the teach
ers stand behind it. Who is against it? 

The ·three Commissioners. What ought 
we to do? Follow the recommendation 
of three Commissioners who are politi
cally appointed by the President of the 
United States, or follow where the ex
perts lead us? I believe in following to 
where the experts lead, because in this 
instance we would be following to where 
the facts lead. 

So we have Mrs. Pettit speaking for 
the Board and Dr. Hansen speaking for 
the school -. administration. We find, 
upon examining the testimony, that they 
testify there are at least 7,000 children 
who need the program. 

·As I said at the beginning of this 
speech, the great question of fact before 
the Senate this afternoon is: How many 
are there? I say there are 7,000 mini
mum. If that is true, Mr. President, we 
simply cannot justify a program for 
1,000. We simply cannot justify a pro
gram for less in number than those in 
need. 

I ask Senators to listen to what Dr. 
Hansen said: 

SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS POSITION 
Dr. HANSEN. That is right. 
So that we are clear on this, that in prin

ciple the Commissioners and the Board of 
Education want to feed needy children. In 
the presentation of a plan we differ. And 
perhaps we should explore the areas of dis
agreement. · 

Before I go into that, however, I think it 
might be of interest to the committee to 
know that since the first schoolday in Ja.nu
ary we have been supplying free lunches to 
a fairly sizable number of elementary school
children. This project we call the needy 
lunch fund project, and it has been sup
ported by public contributions. To date we 
have received something over $14,000 in con
tributions from concerned citizens from 
about 700 donors. As a result of this public 
support we have been able to engage in what 
we like to call a pilot experiment. We think 
we are 1 year ahead of the Commissioners 
on this, in that we are already feeding at 
this time nearly 600 children in accordance 
with a program which is working and which 
is relatively inexpensive. 

We are supplying free meals to children 
in 11 schools in the downtown area who are 
selected for this purpose by the principals 
and teachers. In some of the schools the 
bag lunches are delivered by truck from 
nearby cafeterias where they have been made 
up in the morning. In a number of other 
school cases the children walk to the nearby 
junior or senior high school to get the lunch 
in the cafeteria along with the secondary 
schoolchildren there. 

We have demonstrated that this can be 
done from a technical point of view, from an 
administrative point of view, with relatively 
lit tle addition of cost, and it seems to me, 
therefore, that we need not take an inter
mediate step which might be called a pilot 
step toward the ultimate · goal of providing 
~ means and a technique for doing this for 
all of the 7,000 children. 

Therefore, the Board of Education plan is 
simply this, and I just have to rough it in 
and can submit t h e details for the record if 
you would like. 

He did, later. 
There would be three systems of admin

istra tion set up. We would suggest estab
lishin g facilities in three elementary schools, 
supplying the equipment to make it possible 
to prepare the sandwiches and the other as
pects of the lunch there on the premises. 
This would serve approximately 1,200 of 
the 7,000 children. 

In a nu.mber of cases the children would 
come into nearby secondary schools to get 
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the lunches there as we are doing now under 
the present .program. This I think would 
take care of approximately .1,BOO of the chil
dren. The remaining group would be served 
by the delivery of bag lunches to the schools. 
This would require the acquisition of a 
number of trucks, employment of some
personnel for delivery purposes. There 
would have to be some additional equipment 
installed in some of the larger cafeterias in 
order to make it possible to prepare the 
lunches there. 

The total cost, as Mrs. Pettit has said, 
would be .in the neighborhood of $687,000 
for the first year with the recurring cost of 
$521,000. 

I would like to make an analysis of this 
proposal against the plan submitted by the 
Commissioners this morning. In essence, 
in operation and in techniques, th.e plans are 
identical. The difference is in extent. We 
believe "that the cost estimates which we have 
made. are fairly accurate. It is true, of course, 
that additional administrative charges 
would be required such as would follow from 
the increased use of telephones and electric
ity, heat-although I am not sure that 
would be a major factor because we heat 
these premises anyhow; so there may be 
some additional cost items here which we 
haven't taken into account. 

The problem of unemployment compensa
tion during the summer would perhaps have 
to be recognized as a part of the to~al cost, 
but I suspect for the additional personnel 
we would employ, this would be a very minor 
item indeed. 

As to the question of practicability, then, 
we have already demonstrated through ex
perience that we have the capability, if we 
had the money, to do the job for most of 
the needy children in our elementary schools, 
and I believe this is _the position of the 
Board of Education as it presented its plan 
to the Commissioners recently, and as it took 
the posj.tion policywise that the needy chil
dren in the elementary schools should be 
given supplementary meals at the noon. 
hour. 

Senator PROUTY. Could I ask what is in
cluded in this so-called bag lunch? 

Dr. HANsEN. Two sandwiches which may 
consist of such items as meat or cheese, some 
variety in the sandwiches. 

Senator PROUTY. What have these cost? 
Mrs. SWINGLE. Also a salad, half a pint of 

milk, and fruit for des::::ert. 
Senator PROUTY. What has the cost been? 

. Dr . .HANSEN. 27 cents. 

I come back to the question of fact I 
have raised and ·which I seek to answer 
this afternoon. The School Board tells 
us there are 7,000. The Superintendent 
of Schools tells us there are 7,000. Com
missioner McLaughlin says what? He 
does not say that there are not 7,000, but 
he says, "It may be that is an overstate
ment." Is that a reason? Is that a 
reason for denying the appropriation 
necessary to feed the 7,000? Not at all. 
If he wants to take that position, then 
he should come forward with rebuttal 
proof that the number is not 7,000. The 
fact is there is not one line in the testi
mony of the Commissioner which sup
ports any questioning of the 7,000 figure. 
To the contrary, Mr. President, the rec
ord of my hearing is overwhelming in 
support of the 7,000 figure. 

Mr. President, I submit that this testi
mony is pretty authoritative. The 
Superintendent of Schools makes out a 
good case, in my judgment, that the ex
perience gained under the presimt vol~ 
untary program by the school people is· 
such that they have· the capability to do 
the bigger job if they are given the 

funds. The pilot program phase has 
been ·taken care of. I submit we ought 
to get into full production. Dr. Hansen 
has testified that in operation and in 
techniques the plans of the School 
Board and the Commissioner-s are identi
cai. The difference is only one of extent. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. HART. I regret that I was not 

present while the Senator from Oregon 
was reading the testimony from the rec
ord, but the Senator has repeated a 
phrase which caught my ear. The Sen
ator said that t..'le difference is only one 
of extent. I wonder if it is an unfair 
paraphrase to say that it is a difference 
of extent in the sense that under the 
Board plan there will be some children 
who will eat and under the plan pro
posed by the Commissioners there will 
be some children who will not eat. 

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. It is 
rank discrimination. 

This is another thing which bothers 
me about the Commissioners' plan, Mr. 
President. Why in the world do the 
Commissioners want to discriminate 
against 6,000 little boys and girls? Why 
in the world should the Commissioners 
want to put this very unfair responsibil
ity upon the school authorities of this 
District, to select 1,000 out of the 7,000 
who need it? There is a relatively small 
amount of money, comparatively speak· 
ing,_ which •is needed to supply the food 

· for all. 
This is one of the worst features of 

the District Commissioners' program, 
and it is a feature of rank discrimina
tion. I simply cannot bring myself to 
comprehend the situation of a school 
administrator, if we adopt the Commis
sioners' program, who is going to have 
to say, in effect, "These little youngsters 
cannot have this lunch, but these other 
youngsters can." 

Is that a sentimental argument? I 
do not think so. It is an argument 
which goes to a real question of prac
ticality of the program. 

Mr. President, I do not think it would 
be fair of us as U.S. Senators 
to put that kind of responsibility upon 
school authorities, by saying, "We are 
going to pass the buck to you. We are 
not going to appropriate fully in our 
capacity as Senators. We are going to 
pass the buck to you to determine which 
little boy or girl is going to get this
which little boy or girl, on the basis of 
one out of seven, will eat, and which 
six will still go hungry." 

Sometimes I get to the point of won
dering, in view of such facts as I have 
presented this afternoon, what we are 
waiting for. In fact, I have reached the 
point in this debate that I am almost 
willing on the basis of the factual record 
already made to let the matter go to a 
vote, because it seems to me that all the 
human values are on the side of those 
who are urging the additional appro
priation. 

I intend, Mr. President, to conclude 
my statement rapidly so that we can 
then move into the parliamentary as
pects of the situation. 

· I was saying, Mr. President, that a 
question may be raised about the fact 
that some children selected by the school 
officials upon , the basis of the three 
standards of-first, children from fam
ilies eligible for or receiving public as
sistance, second, children from families 
receiving or eligible to receive surplus 
food; and, third, children who are cer
tified by the school nurse or physician 
as being undernourished or suffering 
from malnutrition and unable to pay 
the cost of a lunch-may not have really 
needed the lunch provided . . 

Dr. Hansen's testimony on pages 123 
to 130 and data on pages 177 to 179 of 
the hearing record deals with this crit
icism squarely. He makes out a good 
case for the program of screening which 
was used, and he counters with a fol
lowup the report· made by the welfare 
workers. In the course of his testimony 
he presents data from other cities in 
support of his contention that the school 
people should have charge of the pro
gram. Because of the time factor I shall 
not read all of it, but I ask unanimous 
consent, Mr. President, that the pages 
referred to be printed in the RECORD at 
this point in my statement. 

There being no objection, the pages of 
the subcommittee hearing- were ordered 
to be printed in tlie RECORD, as follows: 
DR . . . HANSEN'S TESTIMONY-PROBLEMS OF 

HUNGRY CHILDREN IN THE DISTRICT OF Co
LUMDIA, 1959 

U.S. SENATE, SUBCOMMITI'EE ON PUB
LIC HEALTH, EDUCATION, WELFARE, 
AND SAFETY OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, WASH• 
INGTON, D.C., FRIDAY, MARCH 6, 
19E9 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, 
at 1:30 p .m., in room 6226, New Senate Office 
Building, Senator WAYNE MoRSE presiding. 

Present: Senator FRANCIS CASE of South 
Dakota. 

Also present: William P. Gulledge, counsel; 
Donald P. Feldman, associate counsel; 
Chester H. Smith, clerk; Charles Lee, assist
ant clerk. 

Senator MoRSE. The hearing will come to 
ord:;r . 

I'll say to the staff we have to adjourn 
promptly at 3:30. If we don't finish, we 
-y;rill continue later. We'll have to see how 
far along we are at the time we stop. 

Our first witness for today is Dr. Carl 
Hansen, Superintendent of Schools. 

Doctor, I'm sorry we didn't finish wit h 
you the other d ay. Pick up where you left, 
and proceed in your own way, p lease. 
STATEMENT OF DR. CARL F. HANSEN, SUPERIN-

TENDENT OF SCHOOLS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA; 
ACCOMPANIED BY MRS. DAGNY PETI'IT, MEMBER, 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA BOARD OF EDUCATION; 
MR. GEORGE REYNOLDS, ASSISTANT SUPERIN
TENDENT IN CHARGE OF BUSINESS ADMINIS
TRATION; MISS ALETHA SWINGLE, DIRECTOR, 
FOOD SERVICES; AND DR. PRESTON A. M'LENDON, 
MEMBER, BOARD OF EDUCATION 
Dr. HANSEN. Thank you. 
We were d iscussing the plan for feeding 

needy children, and I think I had outlined 
the essential characteristics of the plan, and 
I think, basically, we were proposing to do 
about what the Board of Commissioners has 
recommended, the d ifference being that we 
would like to proceed on the broader base. 

There is one other aspect of the plan 
which ought to be analyzed. That has to 
do with the method of screening;_ how to 
select the children who should be given the 
lunches at noon. The Board of Education 
plan suggest s that this should be left in 
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the hands of the principals. We have a 
tentative suggestion, which perhaps will 
establish safeguards of a kind, that we 
would ask parents whose children are in 
need of help to register on a form, which 
we would supply, and submit this as an ap
plication for assistance. The principal, 
t h en, and his staff would analyze the ap
plication, and, on the b asis of what they 
know about the child and his needs in the 
school, would approve or disapprove. If 
there is a questionable request, we would 
ask that the Welfare Department look into 
the case to make an analysis, to see whether 
there is a justification for the application. 
But, basically, the procedure would be to 
leave this part of the program in the hands 
of the school authorities, I think primarily 
because otherwise we may become .bogged 
down with administrative redtape, and an 
excessive amount of social worker investiga
tions. 

We think, too, that even if we may sup
ply meals to children who technically are 
not entitled to them, we would rather make 
a mistake on that side than on the other 
side of the pattern; that is, we would 
rather see some children get meals who 
perhaps would not be entitled to them, than 
to have any children not given considera
tion. 

Finally, in this connection, it seems to 
some of us, at least, that the cost of the in
vestigations bears rather heavily upon the 
total administrative aspects of this program. 
I think something like $30,000 has been 
suggested for the addition of staff to the 
Welfare Department for the purpose of 
checking, in the instance of the program for 
checking 1,000 children, this represents 
roughly 30 percent of the total cost of the 
operation. 

I think it is fair to say we would prefer 
to have a larger proportion of the money 
going directly to the benefit of the children. 

It is interesting to note, in this connec
tion, that in many of the .major cities that 
do conduct programs for needy children, the 
selection is left to principals and their staffs. 
This is true of Newark, N.J., for example, 
where the initial identification of the pupil 
is made by a member of the school staff, or 
by a recognized agency interested in child 
welfare, or by parents and guardians. The 
principal conducts the investigation and ap
proves each case. 

In Detroit, the school principal refers 
each case to the department of dependents 
for investigation. This is somewhat more 
involved than we are recommending, but 
the primary point is that the selection of 
the children is retained within the author
ity of the school program. 

In Cincinnati, Ohio, school principals cer
tify the needy pupils to the lunchroom 
manager for free lunches. This is true also 
of Boston, Mass., and Chicago, Ill., and 
about the same way as in the other illus
trations. It is true that in our secondary 
school program, which we have been oper
ating for quite awhile, the selection of the 
children to receive the free lunches is made 
by the principal and his staff, and this, ap
parently, has worked quite successfully. 

I think I should point out, however, that 
the enabling legislation, under which we 
are now operating, for reimbursement for 
public funds limits public funds to chil
dren whose parents are on public assistance. 
However, I'm sure we'll have to go beyond 
this particular segment of the problem to 
provide from other funds for children whose 
needs cannot be met, and yet whose parents 
are not on public assistance. 

This, I think, is a fairly defensible posi
tion, then, that the operation of the pro
gram, in terms of the selection of the pu
pils, ought to be left to the school principal 
and his staff, with the privilege of asking 
for investigations from the Department of 
Public Welfare in the case of doubt, and 

with an opportunity to evaluate the extent 
of the program through administrative re
view by the central office. 

Now, the second section of my report will 
deal, to some extent, with a question which 
was raised last Wednesday in respect to the 
Seaton Elementary School. You may re
member that social workers were sent into 
the homes of the children who were receiv
ing free lunches, · and a number of cases 
were found in which, apparently, from the 
point of view of the investigator, the chil
dren should not be entitled to the supple
mentary meal at school. I have asked the 
principal of the school to .make a very 
thorough analysis of the situation from her 
point of view, I hope not, in this instance 
to the establishing of a point of conflict 
bet ween the two agencies, but perhaps only 
to show that the screening which had been 
done by the principal of the Seaton School 
was very thoroughgoing and careful. 

I think I should point out that this 
particular principal has been very strict in 
the management of her school program. 
She is what we would call a very strong 
and dedicated principal, one who is con
cerned with the needs of children, who, I 
think, has done more than is usual to find 
ways to help them when they are in need, 
and yet who believes that to be too gentle 
or too generous, under some circumstances, 
might be harmful to the children. This is 
the report; I 'll brief the first part of it. 

The first inquiry, in November, when the 
principal of the Seaton School was asked 
to report the number of children who 
seemed to be in need of free lunches in 3 
categories of need, she reported that there 
were 47 such children. These 47 were care
fully screened and listed under the follow
ing subheads: Children of families who are 
eligible or are receiving public assistance, 
41; children of families who are receiving 
or who are eligible to receive surplus food, 
4; children who are certified by the school 
physician or school nurse as being under
nourished or suffering from malnutrition, 
and unable to pay the cost of lunch, 2. 
This totaled 47. Then, when it became 
apparent that there would be enough money 
to meet only the partial need, she was asked 
to screen these down further, and after 
further careful screening, reported 21 such 
cases. The screening was done as follows: 
In conferences on individual cases by the 
principal with the teachers; in consultation 
with the school physician and nurse on 
individual cases; by means of visits by 
teachers to homes of pupils to determine 
the urgency of need; and finally, conferences 
with parents or guardians to further justify 
the child's participation in the lunch pro
gram. This procedure was used when eight 
additional children were selected to be add
ed to the lunch program. This brought 
the number being fed at Seaton School 
to 29. This is the number now receiving 
free lunches at noon. The principal re
ports that the children have enjoyed the 
lunches daily, and have profited greatly by 
them. 

However, about 10 days ago, a welfare 
worker telephoned the principal and stated 
there were six children receiving lunches who 
were not entitled to participate in the pro
gram. I have the names of the children 
here, but I think this should not be made 
a part of the public record. The principal 
informed the social worker that the chil
dren have been thoroughly investigated by 
the procedure set out above, and met the 
requirements of the school. 

The inquiry by the worker was very dis
turbing to the children. One child became 
so frightened that she refused to eat the 
lunch, saying her mother could not afford 
to pay the 27 cents. The principal assured 
the child the lunch was free and was given 
to her to enjoy. A neighbor, having learned 
of the investigation, called the principal of 

the Sea ton School and asked the children 
be kept on the lunch program, despite the 
investigation of the social worker, because 
she felt that the children were in dire need 
of the lunch. 

We have come to the conclusions that per
haps investigations made of this nature, the 
point of view and the conditions or char
acteristics of the investigation differ, and 
that what may seem to us to be a case 
of need may not in the terms of an investi
gation of the social worker, be justified. So 
I am presenting this as response to the 
analysis submitted on this issue, with the 
hope that out of this may come a mutual 
understanding of perhaps differences of 
points of view, and a kind of reestablish
ment of confidence in the procedure fol
lowed by the principal of this school. This 
is, I think, a complete explanation and, in 
a sense, defense of the plan which the Board 
of Education submitted to the Commis
sioners for consideration, and I should like 
to conclude this simply with the statement 
that we are very appreciative of the fact 
that a plan has been submitted by the Board 
of Commissioners, although it does not go 
as far as that submitted by the Board of 
Education; it is nevertheless representative 
of real progress in this direction. While we 
would prefer to proceed with the broader
scoped program, because we feel that hun
gry children are hungry next year as well 
as the year after, we are nevertheless very 
appreciative of the position being taken by 
the Commissioners in respect to this aspect 
of the school problem. 

Perhaps I should enter into the record, if 
I may, a very brief summary of what has 
happened in the field of food services at the 
elementary level since the 1957 hearings. 
If I may, I shall do this from an outline, 
and make it very brief, so that the commit
tee may have information as to the extent 
to which the Board of Education has pro
ceeded to grapple with the problem since 
the issue was raised by the committee 2 
years ago. 

The first, and perhaps most significant, 
step was taken in collaboration with the 
Barney Neighborhood House, actually at the 
recommendation and through the initiative 
of the leaders in this organization. The 
Board of Education approved a program on 
January 22, 1958, for the experimental feed
ing of a number of children in the area o! 
the Barney Neighborhood House. These 
children were fed at nearby cafeterias
Jefferson Junior High School and Randall 
Junior High School. A total of 202 chil
dren received free lunches. A total of 14,182 
such lunches were supplied; the cost per 
lunch to the sponsor was 27 cents. The se
lection was by principals of the elementary 
schools concerned and cooperating local 
agencies, again, I think, illustrating in a 
practical sense the selection of the children 
who receive these benefits can probably be 
left to the school authorities. The evalua
tions were excellent; the results justified 
the program. 

The Northwest Settlement House proposed 
a similar program for children at the Bundy 
and Scott-Montgomery schools. This was 
approved by the Board of Education in 
March 1958. A total of 35 children were 
served bag lunches at Scott-Montgomery 
School, and a total of 35 were served lunches 
at Bundy School. The selection again was 
by the principals concerned, and the results 
were excellent. 

In October 1958, the administrative staff 
submitted a report to the Board of Educa
tion, proposing to proceed as well as we could 
to continue the programs of the nature-
of the kind I have justified, through the 
assistance of parent-teacher associations, 
and other groups. We had hoped that we 
could get some program going through the 
cooperation of parent-teacher associations 
in the local schools. Very naturally, how-
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ever, the problem is always the greatest where 
there is the least amount of parental re
source in the area. So it developed that· 
nothing could be accomplished by relying
upon this kind of assistance. It was then, 
in December, that I announced to the press 
that we would be pleased to receive contribu· 
tions from the community to help us pro
vide, to some extent, -at least, for the num
ber of children in the 11 downtown schools. 
We estimated the cost of this project for 
the full 959 children to be something like 
$30,000. Funds came in, in response to this 
request, with almost unbelievable speed. We 
were able to report to the Board of Educa
tion that we could begin the program Jan
u ary 7, 1959, and this we did, with the 
amount of money on hand, with approxi
mately 244-I say approximately; I'm not 
being very precise, but I think that was the 
number-244 children whose noonday meals 
were being paid for from the donations re
ceived from the public and interested groups 
or organizations and so on. 
· We submitted a report to the Board of 

Education, illustrating how this program 
was developing. As of March ·2, 1959, we 
were serving 698 children in 14 elementary 
schools. Three hundred fourteen were re
ceiving bag lunches; 384 hot lunches in 
nearby secondary schools. Contributions 
sent to the needy lunch fund totaled, as of 
March 3, $14,063.22, from 694 donors. We 
have in balance, as of February 27, $10,-
497.86. We have been able, then, as you can 
see, to expand the program. 

An evaluation of this project indicates that, 
first, it is feasible to operate the program 
by delivery of bag lunches and the use of 
secondary school cafeterias. This served, 
secondly, as the basis for the proposal which 
was submitted to the Board of Commissioners 
on February 18, 1959, which I have just 
outlined. 

In addition to these steps, the Board of 
Education has taken certain definite posi
tions on the problem of the needy children's 
lunch program. 

On February 12, 1959, the Board approved 
a policy statement and plan for action. This 
was a unanimous approval of the policy of 
supplying from public funds lunches to 
needy children. I should like to submit a 
copy of this whole, if I may, for the record. 

Senator CASE. May task a question? 
Senator MORSE. Senator CASE. 
Senator CAsE. Dr. Hansen, have you in 

your testimony, before I came in, or the 
other day, set forth the basis on which the 
screening is done, or the determination is 
made of those which would be eligible for 
receiving the lunches? 

Dr. HANSEN. Yes; the screening is done on 
the basis of three major principles. First, 
the children whose parents are on public 
assistance; second, the children whose 
parents or guardians are receiving surplus 
foods. These are the low-income families 
with need for supplemental aids. 

Senator CASE. Now, in the school which 
you cited, where your first screening resulted 
in finding 44 eligibles, what was the enroll
ment at that school? 

Dr. HANSEN. I would have to give you an 
estimate. I would say roughly 400 or 450. 

Senator CASE. In other words, 1 out of 10 
was found eligible. 

Dr. HANSEN. That would be about right. 
Senator CASE. And would you state what 

change in screening requirements was 
adopted when that 44 was reduced to 21? 

Dr. HANSEN. The problem then was to se
lect--

Senator MoRSE. May I interrupt, Dr. Han
sen? Also tell Senator CASE of the third 
criterion. You mentioned the first two be· 
fore he asked the next question. There is a 
third criterion he ought to know about. 

Dr. HANSEN. The third one, Senator CASE, 
is the recommendation of the school nurse 
or the physician that the child is under• 

nourished and in need of assistance. The 
principal had the responsibility of selecting 
the top 21 or so cases when she was told that· 
we could not supply the free lunches to the 
total 47. She proceeded, as I have said, 
through conferences with teachers on the 
subject, consultation with the school physi
cian and the nurse, and visits to the homes of 
the pupils and conferences with parents or 
guardians, to further justify the child's par
ticipation. This amounted to a second 
screening. 

Senator CASE. A second screening, then, 
and possibly an examination of the degree of 
meeting the requirements? 

Dr. HANSEN. That is correct. 
Senator CASE. And that was done on a 

personal basis? 
Dr. HANSEN. That is right. 
Senator CASE. In one case, all three of 

the factors might have entered; in another 
case maybe only two, but the extent of the 
need or the depth or the intensity of the 
meeting of the requirements was the one 
presumably that the teacher used? 

Dr. HANSEN. Judgment. 
I think it should be pointed out-
Senator MoRSE. Senator CAsE, could I sup-

plement this? 
You said, as I recall, Dr. Hansen, that you 

were notified that there was this lack of 
funds to do the full job, and therefore, 
further screening was needed. If you had 
had enough money, would you have changed 
the original number, which I-was it 44 or 
47? 

Dr. HANSEN. Forty-seven. 
Senator MoRSE. Would you have changed 

the original 47? 
Dr. HANsEN. I think not. There might 

have been some adjustment, as we actually 
got into the operation, some changing, even 
of school population. But the assumption 
is that the 47 children represent need. 

Senator MoRsE. In my recollection of the 
1957 hearings, as I recall, there were some 
cases-! don't know how many, but enough 
so that there was comment about them
there were some cases where it couldn't be 
said that the wage earner wasn't earning 
enough in the home to buy the food if he 
would buy it, but the fact was that the 
school authorities found some homes in 
which they weren't getting surplus food, or 
they weren't getting public assistance, but 
who had a parental problem so serious that 
the children weren't being fed. It is one 
thing to proceed with remedial measures in 
respect to the parents, but the problem still 
remains of seeing to it that those youngsters 
are fed. In those instances at that time, 
some of the witnesses expressed the view that 
they ought to have the authorization to see 
that the children eat while the Welfare De
partment proceeded with the remedial 
measures in regard to the parents. 

Are there a sufficient number of those 
children so that you can say that discretion 
ought to be allowed the school authorities to 
see to it that those children get a free lunch? 

Dr. HANSEN. I think very definitely. Per
haps in some ways, these children represent 
the most pathetic cases. For example, a 
family of eight or nine that I have been 
told of, where the father is a laborer and 
working part time, off and on, not making 
enough money to supply the family or the 
children in school. The supplemental feed
ing in the school was of great value to the 
children, and did assist, in a way, in meeting 
the economic needs .of the family. Possibly, 
it could be argued that with some of this 
assistance, certain families could be kept off 
the relief rolls entirely. · I realize this is a 
theoretical position, but it may be that this· 
extra amount of help with the children, while 
they are in school, might make the difference
between having or not having supplementaL. 
assistance from some -other agencies. 

I think the problem of need may repre· · 
sent improvidence on the part of the family; 

it may represent misuse of funds received 
from the public welfare. The fact remains 
that these children are hungry, and it is not 
in keeping with the American tradition to 
hold the children responsible for the sins ot 
their fathers. 

Senator CASE. This school where the prin
cipal made this survey, was it selected for 
some particular reason? 

Dr. HANSEN. You. mean selected for in
vestigation? 

Senator CASE. Yes. Was it representative 
of the situation throughout the District, or 
was it a school selected because there seemed 
to be special need there? 

Dr. HANSEN. The Seaton School wa.S 1 of' 
the 11 downtown schools which we selected 
for the project, and these 11 were selected, 
as you may guess, because of the fact that 
they are in economically deprived areas. 

Senator CAsE. By what you have just said, 
you would suggest the conclusion that these 
schools had a larger percentage of need than 
the schools of the District as a whole. 

Dr. HANSEN. Yes, sir. 
Senator CAsE. What estimate have you 

made, or what facts do you have, to indicate 
how great the need is? Is it in number, or 
can it be stated in percentages of total en
rollment? 

Dr. HANSEN. We can state it both ways. 
We made a survey of all the elementary 
schools, and asked each principal to respond 
to the question, how many children would 
fall in the three categories we have outlined 
here, and would represent need in terms of 
food at noon. The November report indi
cates that that number is in the magnitude 
of 7,134, or something like that, representing 
the city as a whole. This, roughly, is 1 in 
10 of the total population-elementary 
population. 

Senator CAsE. And you have funds for 
how many? 

Dr. HANSEN. We are now supplying the 
food to about 700 children and we expect 
that we'll have sufficient funds to carry this 
program through April, possibly May. If 
the money continues to come in, as it seems 
to be doing very well, we may be able to 
extend the program through the rest of the 
year. If money comes in additionally, we 
may be able to broaden the base. 

Senator CASE. For the 700? 
Dr. HANSEN. Yes, sir. 
Senator CASE. And there are about 6,300 

that you feel are not provided for? 
Dr. HANSEN. That is right. 
I think I have only one other item to 

complete the record of the action taken by 
the Board of Education with the adminis
tration with respect to food services. That 
has to do with the plan I have already men
tioned, submitted February 18, 1959, to the 
Commissioners, for the feeding of the needy 
children. 

Mr. Chairman, without wishing to raise 
the question here, because my position is 
that of supporting the Board of Education, 
I think perhaps, as a part of the record of 
attack upon the problem of luncheon serv
ices to the elementary schools, I ought to 
indicate that we did submit a recommenda
tion to the Board of Education for the es
tablishment of it as a policy, the equipping 
of elementary schools for a general lunch
room service, and then that, after due de· 
liberation, and I think with justifications, 
in the light of present conditions, the Board 
of Education, by a majority vote, decided 
not to support this recommendation at it:.J 
meeting on February 18. This, I think, 
would complete the summary of actions 
taken by the Board of Education and School 
Administration since the 1957 hearing. 

Senator MoRsE. Before I call the next wit
ness, I have a question. Don't mind my 
standing up here; I'm standing up for two 
reasons: First, I had too much lunch, and 
second, I would like to have some of the 
money that was wasted on these chairs go 
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into the school lunch program. I can't im
agine anything more uncomfortable than the 
chairs here in this several-million-dollar 
building. But that is another matter. 

Do I understand, Dr. Hansen, that you 
think a bag lunch program for the elementary 
schools is feasible? 

Dr. HANSEN. We have, in fact, demon
strated that we can say "Yes" to that. 

Senator MoRsE. I'm'just asking these ques
tions for the record, not to indicate my feel-
ing on them. . 

It is true, is it not, that there have been 
nutritional studies made to show, from the 
standpoint of nutrition contained in the bag 
lunch, it is, from the dietary standpoint, or 
can be made from the dietary standpoint, as 
nutritious as a hot lunch? 

Dr. HANSEN. That is the information I 
have. We might supplement it with a com
ment by Miss Swingle, who is the expert in 
this field. 

Miss SwiNGLE. I feel we can meet the re
quirements. There will not be as much 
variety. We have to face that. 
. Senator MoRSE. But. the thing about help 
and the thing about sustenance that will 
per1+1it these children to do satisfactory 
schoolwork, recognizing the fact that when 
they are hungry, they eat, whether there is 
a great deal of variety or not-this is typical 
of all of our children-I'm just asking to 
have the record show, so there will be no 
dispute about it, that so-called cold bag 
lunches would meet the nutritional needs? 

Miss SWINGLE. Yes. 
Senator MoRsE. You would be able to sup

ply this record either with references to 
studies, or · with a memorandum that would 
support that finding, in case anybody in the 
Senate raises a question about that. 

Miss SWINGLE. I believe we can do that. 
• ... 

Senator MoRSE. There will be included at 
this point in the hearing record a letter 
dated March 10, 1959, from Dr. Carl F. 
Hansen, Superintendent of Schools, con
taining data requested by the subcommit
tee at an earlier hearing. 

There will also be incorporated at this 
point in the hearing record, a letter under 
date of March 12, 1959, from Dr. Carl F. 
Hansen and the attached report to Dr. Han
sen from the principal, Scott Montgomery
Morse Schools. 

(Letters and attached report referred to 
follow:) 

SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
Washington, D.C. March 10, 1959. 

This is with reference to a staff telephone 
conversation with my office on March 9, 
1959, on the question of vandalism in con
nection with school cafeterias. As to the 
question of whether there is any problem of 
vandalism in connection with cafeterias, the 
records show that cafeterias have been 
broken into during holidays and over week
ends and food has been taken. These illegal 
entries are reported to the school offices as 
well as to the Police Department. Some of 
the guilty people have been apprehended. 
However, there is no record that such van
dalism has been the result of hunger on 
the part of those who entered the cafeterias. 

I am also submitting at this time the data 
requested at the hearing on the needy lunch 
program before the Subcommittee on Public 
Health, Education, Welfare; and Safety of 
the Senate District Committee as follows: 
· 1. Statement from M:rs: Aleta Swingle, Di

rector: Department of Food Services, con
cerning (1) the application of available Fed
eral cash subsidies; (2) availability of statis
tics to support the belief that the nutritive 
status of a child affects his academic prog~ 
ress; (3) evidence to support the record that 
it is possible to meet the minimum nutri
tional requirements by serving a cold lunch; 
(4) ·number of· children living near ·enough 
to school to_ go home for lunch but would 

fin,d no one b,ome to prepare lunch; a:J?.~ { 5) 
the cost of a total elementary school lunch 
program. · 

2. Statement entitled "Details showing the 
number of children in the needy lunch pro
gram as of March 10, 1959, with percentage 
of Negro and white children indieated." 

Sincerely yours, 
CARL F. HANSEN, 

Superintendent of Schools. 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 

DEPARTMENT OF FOOD SERVICES, 
Washington, D.C., March 10, 1959. 

Memorandum for: Dr. Carl F. Hansen. 
Subject: Information requested by Senator 

MORSE on March 4 and March 6, 1959, 
regarding an elementary school lunch 
program. 

1. A question was raised concerning the 
application of available Federal cash sub
sidies to the secondary schools lunch pro
gram and the elementary school milk pro
gram. 

The total apportionment of funds for cash 
assistance under the National School Lunch 
Act to the District of Columbia for the 
1958 fiscal year was $193,820. All of this 
allotment was used as shown below: 
For reimbursement claims for 

type A lunches served in the 
public school cafeterias (9 
cents per lunch)------------- $90, 828. 00 

For reimbursement claims for 
type A lunches served in pri-
vate schools (9 cents per 
lunch)----------------------- 20,853.45 

For type C lunches (milk only) 
served in elementary schools 
both public and parochiaL___ 82, 138. 55 

Milk was served in mid-
morning (approximately 
$0.008 per half pint 
milk)------------------ 193,820.00 

The total allotment of special milk funds 
made by the Department of Agriculture to 
the District of Columbia for the 1958 fiscal 
year was $371,644. Disbursements made for 
milk served under the special milk program 
amounted to $341,644; $30,000 was returned 
to. the Department of Agriculture. The de
tails are shown below: 
Public school cafeterias _______ _ 
Private schools _______________ _ 
Public and parochial elementary 

schools----------------------Child care centers ____________ _ 

$72,168.45 
3,596.36 

265,610.26 
268.93 

Total amount of claims for 
reimbursement allowed_ 341,644.00 

Total amount received _________ 371,644.00 
Total amount claimed __________ 341, 644. 00 

Balance returned to 
USDA----------------- 30, 000. 00 

2. Senator MoRSE asked whether or not 
statistics are available to support the belief 
that the nutritive status of a child affects 
his academic progress. 

As of this date we have been unable to 
find statistical studies to substantiate this 
point; however, much has been written on 
the subject. 

The statement which follows was taken 
from a book entitled "The School Cafe
~eria," 1 written by Dr. Mary de Garmo 
Bryan, a leading authority in the school 
lunch field. Mrs. Bryan states: 

"The relationship between the nutritive 
status of the child and his academic accom
plishments has long been known. Much 
has been written of the scholastic benefits 

1 "The School Cafeteria" was published by 
F. S . Crofts, Inc., 1936, 1938. 

due to improvement of the nutrition and 
general hearth of chiidren through good 
school feeding, in both city and rural com
munities. Recent reports :by school . and 
public health agencies -here and abroad as
sume the association of a properly nourished 
body and classroom progress. Undernutri
tion increases nervousness and fatigue. It 
is a common cause of mental sluggishness 
and inability to concentrate with its ·at
tendant behavior problems· and poor stand
ards of work. Bodily resistance is lowered 
to certain types of infections and absences 
are increased by illness." 

In an address delivered by the Honorable 
Shelby M. Jackson, State superintendent of 
public education, Baton Rouge, La., at the 
annual meeting of the American Association 
of School Administrators, St. Louis, Mo., 
February 24, 1958, said, in part: 

"Our children and youth must have am
ple nutritious food at all times for it is 
essential to their complete development. To 
obtain the maximum results from the com
plete training we are offering them our 
children and youth must be properly ~our
ished and physically fit." 

3. Evidence was requested to support the 
record that it is possible to meet the mini
mum nutritional requirements by ·serving 
a cold lunch. 

The USDA minimum type A lunch require
ments are as follows: 

(1) One-half pint of fluid whole milk as a 
beverage. 

(2) Two ounces {edible portion as served) 
of lean meat, poultry, or fish; or 2 ounces of 
cheese; or one egg, or one-half cup of cooked 
dry beans or peas; or four tablespoons of 
peanut butter; or an equivalent quantity of 
any combination of the above-listed foods. 
To be counted in meeting this requirement, 
these foods must be served in a main dish or 
in a main dish and one other menu item. 

The USDA minimum type A lunch require
ments are as follows: 

{3) A three-fourth cup serving consisting 
of two or more vegetables or fruits, or both. 
Full-stre?gth vegetable or fruit juice may be 
co~ted to meet not more than one-fourth 
cup of this requirement. · 

( 4) One slice of whole-grain or enriched 
bread; or a serving of cornbread, biscuits, 
rolls, muffins, etc., made of whole-grain or 
enriched meal or flour. · 

( 5) Two teaspoons of butter or fortified 
margarine. 

Either the typical hot or cold lunch de
scribed below will m_eet these requirements~ 

Typical hot lunch: Grilled American 
cheese sandwich {2 ounces American cheese, 
two slices enriched bread, butter), mashed 
potatoes, three-eights cup potatoes, butter, 
cole slaw (three-eights cup), flavored gelatin, 
one-half pint milk. 

Typical bag lunch: Sliced American cheese 
sandwic~ (2 ounces American cheese, two 
slices enriched bread, _two teaspoons butter, 
lettuce), cole slaw (three-eight cup), 'fresh 
apple, one-half pint milk. 

4. Senator MoRSE asked how many chil
dren lived near enough to school to go home 
for lunch but would find no one home to pre
pare lunch. This number is estimated to be 
9,746 elementary schoolchildren. 

Senator MoRSE also asked how ·many chil
dren live too far away to walk home for 
lunch. This number is estimated to be 8,312 
elementary schoolchildren. 

5. Senator MoRSE asked for the cost of a 
total elementary school lunch program. 
_ Preliminary estimates for instituting a 

total lunch program in the elementary 
sc~ools and for providing for hot lunches in 
self-contained units in some cases and for 
<:old lunches to be delivered from preparation 
centers in other cases,· amounts to $2,435,274 
for the initial costs and annual recurring 
costs amount to $1,027,006. . 

ALETA E. SWINGLE, 
Directo1·, Department. of Food Services. 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in de

fense of the contention that 7,000 chil
dren is a minimum estimate, I invite 
especially to the attention of the Senate 
the statement on pages 127 and 128 
made by Dr. Hansen in response to a 
question from the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. CASE] to the effect that 
10 percent of the children in the school 
surveyed were found to meet the stand
ard for a free lunch. On page 129, again 
in response to further questioning, he 
brings out the fact: 

Senator CASE. What estimate have you 
made, or what facts do you have, to indicate 
how great the need is? Is it in number, or 
can it be stated in percentages of tot al en
rollment? 

Dr. HANSEN. We can state it both ways, 
We made a survey of all the elementary 
schools, and asked each principal to respond 
to the question, how many children would 
fall in the three categories we ha-ve outlined 
here, and would represent need in terms of 
food at noon. The November report indi
cates that that number is in the magnitude 
of 7,134, or something like that, representing 
the city as a whole. This, roughly, is 1 in 10 
of the total population-elementary popula
tion. 

Senator CASE. And you have funds for 
how many? 

Dr. HANSEN. We are now supplying the 
food to about 700 children and we expect 
that we'll have sufficient funds to carry this 
program through April, possibly May. If 
the money continues to come in, as it seems 
to be doing very well, we may be able to 
extend the program through the r~st of the 
year. If money comes in additionally, we 
may be able to broaden the base. 

Senator CAsE. For the 700? 
Dr. HANSEN. Yes, sir. 
Senator CASE. And there are about 6,300 

that you feel are not provided for? 
Dr. HANSEN, That is right, 

I have mentioned the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. CAsEJ ; who for many 
years was a · member· of our com.mittee, 
served on other committees, and this year 
returned as a member of our commit
tee. I think I would be very unappre
ciative of his service to the committee if 
I did not thank him for his assistance to 
me in directing the hearings. 

The Senator from South Dakota has a 
very broad understanding of the prob
lems of the District of Columbia, be
cause he, too, was once chairman of the 
committee. I worked closely with him, 
and also with the Senator from Mary~ 
land [Mr. BEALL]. The Senator from 
South Dakota performed a great service 
to me in the examination he conducted 
during the course of the hearings. 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 
Mr. President, for the purpose of mak

ing legislative history upon this point so 
that it cannot be misconstrued, I wish to 
make it clear that my amendment "C" 
is for the purpose of earmarking funds 
for this specific purpose of the elemen
tary free school lunch program for needy 
pupils. For this purpose, Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that an ex
change between Dr. Hansen and myself 
which can be found on pages 132 and 
133 of my subcommittee hearing record 
be printed at this point in my statement. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Senator MoRSE. Now, my next question 
goes to the earmarking of funds. In the 

District of Columbia budget for education, 
at the present time, is it broken down so 
that only a certain amount of money can 
be used for a lunch program, a certain 
amount of money for a sports program, a 
certain amount of money for physical edu
cation, a certain amount of money for other 
expenditures? 

Dr. HANSEN. I think we ·are pretty well re
stricted in the management of the budget 
to the use of funds for which the appro
priation was intended originally. We do 
have some flexibility, of course, such as in 
the operation of different departments, 
physical education, music, et cetera. But 
no funds which would be considered specifi
cally authorized for the purpose of reim
·bursing the food services department for the 
free lunches. 

Senator MoRSE. I shall be very brief on 
this, but I know how important it is, ap
propriationwise, to have a complete record 
on it. 

On the basis of the budget limitations 
under which you now have to operate, do 
you have any discretion in deciding that X 
dollars shall not be used for musical in
struments, or a movie projector, or a stage 
curtain, in A school or B school, but can be 
transferred, instead, to a lunch program? 

Dr. HANSEN. As I understand it, we would 
not have the authority to transfer any exist
ing funds to the lunchroom program. I base 
that upon the fact that we are asking a 
specific appropriation for reimbursement 
for free lunches at the secondary school 
level. This suggests that this is a necessary 
action. 

Now, it is possible that if we had the 
money to spare, we could have gotten per
mission from the Budget Department of the 
District Government to make a transfer, 
since there was enabling legislation on the 
books. Generally speaking, for any new ac
tivity of this kind, especially of the major 
kind, we would have to depend upon addi
tional appropriations. Otherwise, we are 
developing and expanding new programs at 
the expense of perhaps an already limited 
program on the other side of the ledger. So 
I believe I would be speaking the mind . of 
the Board of Education on this, and the 
administrative staff, in stating that we 
want certainly, if possible, to begin this 
program with additional appropriations. 

Senator MoRSE. Is it not true that one of 
the reasons you went out and asked for vol
untary fun<is, for voluntary contributions, 
was because you felt that there were budget 
restrictions which made it unwise or impos
sible for you to ask for any transfer funds? 

Dr. HANSEN. That is correct. 
Senator MoRsE. This wouldn't h ave any

thing to do with the District of Columbia 
system, but as an old teacher myself, I 
would never have thought of going to the 
fiscal authorities of my institution and sug
gesting that they authorize me to transfer 
funds from project A to project B, be
cause I would realize I was running the risk 
that they might decide that if I didn't need 
the funds for project A they inight transfer 
them over to project X, outside of my school. 
I mention that because I don't think the so
lution is to provide any procedure here that 
wold leave this program unearmarked. I 
think we have just got to face up to the 
fact that the Congress of the United States 
should be asked for earmarked funds for 
this purpose, if you are ever going to get 
ahead with it. That is no reflection upon 
any of the government officials of the Dis
trict. I know their problems, and I want 
to take away from them any and all discus
sion in this matter. I want to get the money 
pinpointed and earmarked to feeding hungry 
children. I want to get this record so clear 
that no one will have any doubt as to what 
we are asking for. 

MEDICAL EVIDENCE 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, we had 

medical testimony before our subcom
mittee to substantiate the fact that 
there are children who are so seriously 
deprived of food that they had to be 
admitted to hospitals. I wish to take 
a little time to dwell on Dr. Oppen
heimer's testimony. 

According to Dr. Ella Oppenheimer in 
1957, 270 children were admitted to 
Childrens Hospital with a presumptive 
diagnosis of malnourishment. In 1958, 
I am saddened to say that number grew 
to 300. These obviously were the very 
worst cases, but I hope that we will 
never get to the point here in Washing
ton that the only ·way for a hungry 
child to be fed is to go to a hospital. 

"But," one may say, "that is probably 
quite true, Mr. Senator, but the 300 are 
not 7,000." I go further into Dr. Ella 
Oppenheimer's testimony. It is to be 
found upon page 154 of our hearings. 
This is what Dr. Oppenheimer further 
developed: 

Dr. OPPENHEIMER. I do, however, h ave 
some fresh data which also requires further 
study. Currently in connection with a spe
cial study by the Bureau of Maternal and 
Child Health on a group of 71 presumably 
not ill children, an overwhelming majority 
of whom are known to be in the low-income 
groups of the population, hemoglobin deter
mination revealed that 31 or 43.6 percent 
had low hemoglobin levels and 13 or 18.3 
percent definitely unsatisfactory levels. 
These data, though limited, are suggestive, 
for in children the cause of such hemoglobin 
levels is most frequently nutritional, re
flecting inadequacy of dietary intake and in
volving in many instances proteins, vita 
mins, and other minerals as well as iron. 

Forty-three percent of the low-income 
children had low hemoglobin levels and 
one-fifth had definitely unsatisfactory 
levels. Pretty shocking testimony. 
Other testimony showed us-and it 
may be found upon page 269 of our 
hearing record-that-

At least 11,520 submarginal families , with 
their 45,775 children, are living here in the 
District. It appears likely that less than 
h alf the children are known to the De
partment of Public Welfare in either the aid 
to dependent children program or in the 
surplus food program. 

Mrs. Phillip Graham made that state
ment in a report to the District of 
Columbia Regional Committee of the 
Health and Welfare Council of the Na
tional Capital Area. It is a responsible 
statement based upon the work of an 
expert. 

Let us take this 45,775 figure and do 
some arithmetic. Let us divide it by 5. 
It comes out to be 7,628. Surely by tak
ing the bottom one-sixth of the children 
from submarginal families for a free 
school lunch program we would not be 
erring in overgenerosity. We have here 
a third corroboration of the validity of 
the estimate of the Board of Education. 
If we apply strictly Dr. Oppenheimer's 
findings as being representative the 
number would be in excess of 9,000, in
stead of 7,000. Remember she found 
that 18.3 percent of low-income family 
children had definitely unsatisfactory 
hemoglobin levels associated with mal
nutrition. The school principals found 
that more than 7,000 children needed 
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a free lnnch. The Huber study dis
closed that we have 45,775 children ~ 
submarginal families. Of course, one 
of the characteristics of a submarginal 
family is that there is not enough food 
with which to feed the family. Other
wise, it would not be submarginal. 

Do we need further evidence? I cite 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at the time 
of the House passage of this very bill 
we are working on. Representative 
GREEN of Oregon was very disturbed . 
over the problem and asked the House 
committee members about it. We have 
it in our committee record on pages 183 
and 184. The House Appropriations 
Committee member who responded said 
that there were 7,000 children and that 
the $266,000 program approved by their 
committee would take care of one in 
three and one-half of those who were 
hungry. I confess that I do not follow 
the logic that lies behind the statement 
of feeding only a third of those children 
who need it, but I am sure the Senate 
can appreciate my amazement when I 
learn that the Senate Appropriations 
Committee plans fnnds for only one
sixth of the amount needed. 

The answer to this astounding situa
tion is, I am sure, that the committee, 
in considering the subject, did not have 
available to it the full picture. I can 
well nnderstand that the Commissioner's 
testimony was given weight. But, I ·as
sure the Senate, had I realized that my 
rebuttal testimony before the commit
tee was insufficient to counter the Com
missioner's program, I would have gladly 
expanded upon it after the fashion I am 
following today. 

I would urge upon the Senate one fur
ther thought. On the assumption that 
we do appropriate too much money
and I sincerely believe that the $700,000 
plus the $133,000 already in the bill is 
not too much-and we earmark it for 
the sole purpose of feeding the needy 
elementary school child, what possibly 
can we lose? If the need is not there, the 
money will come back to the U.S. 
Treasury. If we find that it is in
sufficient-and I greatly fear this possi
bility-! would urge that the Commis
sioners submit a supplemental estimate 
as soon as they perceive the need. 

This step will not eradicate the social 
evil of abject poverty in the District 
which is such a reproach to us. All it 
will do is to provide for a few of the 
children one square meal a day during 
the school year. It will not mean an 
automatic erasure of delinquency, but it 
will be a slight step toward removing 
one possible cause of misbehavior in 
the elementary schools. 

All the research studies in the record 
of our hearings substantiate that state
ment. It is something we can do, it is 
something we ought as God-fearing 
Christian men and women to do. 

Before I press my amendment, Mr. 
President, I would appeal to the distin
guished Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PASTORE] to take this amendment to 
conference but he has already pointed 
out to me that he cannot very well ac• 
cept it, nnder his obligation, to raise a 
point of order against my amendment. 

However, given the armo1·y of ,back
gronnd provided. by this record on the 
fioor today, I feel sure that he. will be 
able to convince his associates from the 
other body of the propriety and urgency 
of making an adequate provision for the 
poor schoolchildren who sit upon the 
steps hungry while more fortunate chil
dren eat lunches. 

I used that statement, Mr. President, 
not as an emotional appeal, but because 
it is a paraphrase of testimony given my 
subcommittee by the president of the 
Jaynecees, who has worked as a volun
teer with some of these children. The 
private welfare association members 
heard by my subcommittee testified as to 
.the need for feeding the 7,000, as did the 
representatives of religious welfare 
groups of all denominations. PTA testi
mony to the same effect was taken. La
bor representatives urged that we act; 
The Washington Post series of stories by 
Miss Eve Edstrom are additional evi
dence of the support of the commnnity 
for this program. Editorials in both the 
Evening Star and the Washington Post 
have commented upon the horror of pov
erty in the District. 

In fact, only yesterday, in the Wash
ington Post, in the financial section, 
Philip Stoddard Brown wrote an article 
dealing with this problem. This is what 
he says: · 

In the District alone, nearly 70,000 per
sons-about 1 in 12-simply do not have in
come to buy as much food, clothing and 
other essentials as is provided to relief 
recipients under the standards now in effect. 

About 1 child in 7 under 16 years of age, 
living in the District, is in a family whose 
income is below the public assistance budget 
standard. Many of these are hungry. They 
simply don't get enough to eat, as school
teachers and welfare workers well know. 

Mr. President, in the interest of sav
ing time, I ask unanimous consent that 
the entire Brown article entitled "Unfair 
Distribution Marks Prosperity," be 
printed in the RECORD at this point in my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, May 25, 1959] 

UNFAIR DISTRIBUTION MARKS PROSPERITY 

(By Philip Stoddard Brown) 
The backlog of authorized building and 

contract awards is now so great that a high 
rate of construction activity throughout the 
summer is assured. In March and April, per
mits were issued for over $100 million of 
building in the Washington area, nearly twice 
as much as in the same months of last year. 
Permits for these 2 months alone included 
over 5,000 new housing units. 

Employment in the Washington area is 
higher than ever before. Allowing for a 
small addition in the number of workers not 
covered by the monthly tally made by the 
U.S. Employment Service, the increase over a 
year ago is probably about 20,000. 

Many other indicators of local business 
activity are also at new highs. • • *Yet, 
figures recently compiled by Raymond F. 
Clapp, a careful and experienced statistician, 
are a shocking reminder of how uneven the 
benefits of good times are-even in this 
most favored of large cities-and how desti
tute many of our neighbors are. 

In the District alone, nearly 70,000 per
sons-about 1 in 12-simply do not have 

Income to buy as much food, clothing, an~ 
other es~entials as is provided to relief recip
ients under the standards now in eftect. 

RELIEF STANDARD IN DOLLARS 

About one in three of these 70,000 persons 
is receiving public - assistance. Some get 
help from relatives and 'friends. Some have 
savings to draw on. But many are Without 
resources and assistance and are in real 
distress. 

The relief standard is one that provides 
less than $40 a week for a family of four and 
less than $20 for one living ·alone. This is 
a standard that enables p.eople to exist-but 
not much more-in an urban community 
where it takes a dollar to buy a pound of 
hamburger and a couple of quarts of milk 
and 40 cents for a round-trip bus fare. 

About one child in seven under 16 years 
of age, living in the District, is in a family 
whose income is below the public assistance 
budget standard. Many of these are hungry. 
They simply don't get enough to eat, as 
schoolteachers and welfare workers well 
know. 

DESERTION IS ENCOURAGED 

If a man is unemployed or doesn't earn 
enough to care for his children, he may de
sert them. Only in this way do they become 
eligible for public assistance. Consequently, 
desertion is encouraged and the District 
Government has to take over the entire sup
port of such children. 

It would take only $5 million more a year 
to make up the deficiency of income of all 
District families with children, so Clapp 
estimates. In other words, if one-fifth of 
one percent of the personal income of Dis
trict residents were added to what is now 
allotted for relief all of the 10,640 low-in
come families with children could be 
brought up to the relief standard. 

Conditions have improved in the past 
decade. In 1949, 16.8 · percent of persons 
were in low-income households. In 1958, by 
the same standard (adjusted for price 
changes),. only 8.4 percent were low-income, 
a-s defined above. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, all the 
witnesses to whom I referred testified in 
our hearings in support of my statement 
of fact that there are at least 7,000 grade 
school youngsters in the District of 
Columbia who need a free lunch each 
day of school. I do not know what more 
I can say. I am satisfied that the 
RECORD answers the question of fact I 
raised. With that fact in existence I do 
not see any justification for our not pro
viding the additional $700,000. I know 
the parliamentary plight of the Senator 
from Rhode Island, and I know my duty, 
too. 

Mr. Lee has just called my attention 
to something with which I wish to con
clude my argument. It is that as of 
March 1959, there were 13,220 children 
in the District of Columbia in families 
under the public assistance aid to de
pendent children program alone. 

I said earlier this afternoon that a 
public assistance grant is not the only 
test. There are many children who do 
not come from families who are under 
the public assistance program but who 
do not have enough to eat and who do 
need a free lunch program. 

Furthermore, there is a great program 
of free lunches across America, in State 
after State, in city after city, which 
Members of the Senate represent. I re
peat what Senators have heard me say 
so many times: Is it not true that what 
is good enough for our children back 
home, ought to be recognized as a good 



1959. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 9121 
enough program and a deserved program 
for the children of voteless families in 
the District of Columbia? · 

PARLIAMENTARY ASPECTS 

I now wish publicly to confess a very 
ditlicult parliamentary situation in which 
I find myself. So often I find myself in 
this ditlicult position, it seems to me. I 
am about to call for action on my 
amendment. The Senator from Rhode 
Island, typical of his fair dealing with 
his colleagues, has already announced 
that he will raise a point of order. I 
shall then move to suspend the rules. I 
shall then do what I can to get a yea 
and nay vote. I may be in a position 
then where I must work out an agree
ment for less. My parliamentary in
stincts tend to cause me to want to do 
some good for somebody. However, the 
ditliculty is that I could not sleep very 
well at night thinking about the young
sters who might have obtained a lunch, 
but did not, because I had agreed to a 
curtailed program. 

While I have been speaking, I have 
been thinking in the back of my mind 
at the same time about the question: 
"Should I agree to less?'' My present 
position is that as a matter of conscience 
I cannot do that. I just cannot do it 
because I think we ought to send to the 
House of Representatives an appropria
tion for the benefit of 7,000 youngsters. 

I am not Solomon. I cannot divide 
up the bodies of children. I am not 
wise enough to do it without hurting 
the children. · 

I believe my case is so good, and what 
I am fighting for is so sound, that I 
want to give the Senate at least a 
chance to vote for my first amendment, 
and then I will cross other bridges when 
I get to them. I ask for action on my 
first amendment. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. The last thing I 

would suggest would be, or even intimate 
in the slightest fashion whatever, that 
I would enter into any agreement with 
any Member of the Senate, particularly 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon, 
for whom I have the highest affection 
and admiration, which would compro
mise a matter of principle. The Sen
ator has presented two amendments
as a matter of fact, he has three amend
ments. He has amendments C and D. 
Not searching out the Senator's con
science, which I would not propose in 
the least that he do, but looking at the 
situation realistically, and fully ap
preciating the fact that the Senator 
from Rhode Island in philosophy and in 
spirit feels as deeply about this whole 
matter as does the Senator from Oregon, 
I would hope that he would consider the 
good intentions of the Commissioners, 
fortified by the spirit imposed by the 
members of ·the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations; and the 
suggestion made by them, fortified by 
a further increase on the fioor of the 
Senate, would be a substantial indication 
of the good intentions of the parties in
volved, and that we could go forward 
with a substantial program for feeding 
the children of this community, es
pecially the children of school age. 

I have been discussing the matter with 
the members of my subcommittee and of 
other ·members of the Committee on Ap
propriations who have been available to 
me on the fioor. I have not talked with 
all the members of the committee. 

If the Senator from Oregon could see 
the proposal in the light that he would 
not be compromising in principle, but 
rather that he would be giving a more 
direct approach to the entire serious 
problem of feeding the hungry school
children of the community by abandon
ing his crusade on amendment c and re
suming it on amendment D, I would be 
perfectly willing to accept the amend
ment. I would take it to conference, not 
because we have compromised our duty 
in our hearts, but because I feel that to 
approach the second phase after a defeat 
on the first phase, our hand would be 
weakened rather than strengthened. I 
would rather see the Senate unified on 
the whole matter of feeding the hungry 
children of the District of Columbia. 

If the Senator from Oregon, in his 
heart, would join with me and with the 
other members of my committee in tak
ing that substantial step forward, not as 
an abandonment of our crusade, but 
really as a step in the right direction to
ward doing something substantial in get
ting this program going, so that we may 
see a full realization in the near future 
of the overall program of which he has 
spoken so eloquently and so wisely this 
afternoon, and substitute amendment D 
for his amendment c, I would be ·per
fectly willing to take it to conference. I 
feel that my colleagues and I would then 
have something for which we could fight 
hard, in the hope that we would not be 
taking the amendment to conference to 
lose our fight, but would be taking it 
there to win our fight. 

Mr. MORSE. I want the Senator 
from Rhode Island to know what I pro
pose to do procedurally, and to ask him 
a few questions about his suggestion. 
Then I should like to suggest the ab
sence of a quorum, so that I may have 
a few minutes to discuss the matter with 
some of my colleagues who also, it seems 
to me, have parliamentary rights in the 
matter. Then I should like to discuss 
the subject also with the Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

Is it the Senator's proposal that he 
would take to conference my proposed 
amendment D? 

Mr. PASTORE. Amendment D. 
Mr. MORSE. The advantage of tak

ing that amendment to conference 
would be that, if adopted in conference, 
it would result in making available 
$266,000 from the Federal payment in
stead of $133,000? 

Mr. PASTORE. Yes; that is correct. 
Mr. MORSE. It would, in effect, save 

about 22 teacher positions? 
Mr. PASTORE. It would. 
Mr. MORSE. If the bill in its present 

form stands, even the $133,000 item 
would be at the expense of teacher posi
tlons? 

Mr. PASTORE. I am afraid of that; 
yes. 

Mr. MORSE. It would result in feed
ing 2,000 children instead of 1,000? 

Mr. PASTORE. I would not want to 
put the number of children on that 
basis. It would be· a . beginning. It 
would be the first phase of what .! would 
hope would develop very quickly on the 
part of the Commissioners-an overall, 
full, complete program for feeding hun
gry school children of the District. I 
do not want to be placed in the position 
of denying this program to 5,000 chil
dren for whom the Senator has so elo
quently spoken this afternoon. I v;ould 
not want to put it on that level at all. 
The recommendation of the committee 
plus the Senator's amendment would 
provide a total amount which, possibly, 
could be sustained in conference. Then 
we could go forward with a material
a substantial beginning which we would 
hope would bear fruit in an overall 
complete program in the near future. 

Mr. MORSE. Please do not misunder
stand me. I do not mean to put the 
Senator in the position of seeking to 
deny funds for feeding 5,000 children. I 
only want a factual understanding of the 
effects of his proposal. It would double 
the present program of the Commission
ers, so that they could feed 2,000 chil
dren for $266,000 since they can feed 
1,000 children with $133,000 according 
to their budget estimates. 

Mr. PASTORE. They could experi
ment in more elementary schools. They 
could get a broader picture of the over
all program. 

Those in charge of the program have 
stated to the committee that there are 
so many intricacies and ramifications in
volved in the whole matter of institut
ing the program and carrying it out that 
they would rather go slowly. That 
would at least indicate to Congress that 
they are aware of the need for an over
all program. We can say that this is the 
pattern for next year, and that in the 
year following the Commissioners 
should submit a complete program. As 
the Senator from Oregon has so elo
quently said, if such a program is good 
enough for 1,000 children, it must be 
good enough for all hungry children. I 
do not know whether that figure is 7,000 
or 14,000. It could be 20,000. If we are 
obliged in good conscience to feed one 
hungry child in this community, by the 
same token we have an obligation to feed 
all of them. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is correct. 
That is the burden of my argument. 

The last point the Senator from Rhode 
Island makes in support of the proposal 
to take my amendment D to conference is 
that he feels it would strengthen his hand 
in conference with the House because he 
would go there without any vote record 
on any other phase of this problem which 
might be adverse to the position taken 
by the Senator from Oregon this after
noon. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct-not 
adverse in the sense that in the subcom
mittee the principle would lose its power; 
but adverse considering the mechanics 
which are involved-the fiscal situation 
of the District of Columbia, plus the fact 
that the proposal was not presented as 
an amendment before the committee, 
and did not go before the House as such. 
It is a complete program as suggested. 



9122 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATR May 26· 

by the Senator from Oregon. It may be 
resented by some because it did not 
originate in the House. Therefore, we 
would be accepting a figure which is 
reasonable after a . full record has been 
made, with the strong possibility that 
we would come out whole, and with the 
stronger hope that within the very near 
future there would be an overall, com
plete program. 

Mr. MORSE. If I were back teach
ing a course in legislation, this colloquy 
would be required reading when one 
came to the subject of the procedure to 
compromise in the passage of legisla
tion. I think we are now having a very 
interesting colloquy. It puts the ques
tion right up to each Senator as to how 
far he can justify his going along with 
a good-conscience, well-intentioned,. 
sincere offer of a compromise seeking to 
resolve an area of disagreement into 
one of agreement on something between 
a committee, on the one hand, and those 
of us who oppose the recommendation 
of the committee, on the other. 

Before I suggest the absence of a 
quorum, I want the Senator from Rhode 
Island to understand · the position in 
which I find myself. I simply do not 

·know what the vote is likely to be on my 
motion to suspend the rule. I would not 
make that statement . if more senators 
had been listening to the debate, be• 
cause I think the merits are on my side. 

Yet it raises the question of parlia
mentary tactics, whether I should play 
for time, as we say, and seek to follow 
a course of action which would have the 
matter go over until Thursday, so that 
Senators could read the record which 
has been made today. 

Furthermore, I do not know how I can 
handle the criticism which might arise. 
I do not worry about unwarranted criti~ 
cism; I refer to the well-intentioned 
criticism of · some persons who might 
very well say, "We counted on you to 
make the fight for an adequate program, 
and not to accept less." I know full 
well that if I make a fight for an ade
quate program, I may lose everything. . 

I have great difficulty in trying to ex
plain away the discrimination phase of 
any settlement which would provide a 
lunch program for less than the entire 
7,000 needy children. 

So if the Senator from Rhode Island 
will bear with me until I can . confer 
with some of my associates on this mat
ter, I should like to suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. PASTORE. First, let me say 
that I do not engage in trading. I as
sure the Senator from Oregon, for 
whom I have the highest respect and 
affection, that if I favored his amend
ment "D" or his amendment "C", I 
would accept it, no matter what hap
pened to any other proposal. I do not en
gage in bargaining operations. 

Mr. MORSE. I completely under~ 
stand that the Sena tor from Rhode 
Island is not and would not. 

Mr. PASTORE. But my position is 
that I do not want this appropriation 
item to be handled in- such a way that 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon 
will have to take his chances on having 
either the larger of the amounts he has 

proposed or nothing at all appropri
ated. 
. I repeat that if I believe in amend
ment "D", I believe in it regardless of
what may happen to · amendment "C". 
Certainly we must not bargain in con~ 
nection with ·matters which affect hun-
gry school children. . 

Mr. MORSE. Certainly the Senator_ 
from Rhode Island is correct; and I did. 
not mean to imply that he was attempt
ing to engage in a bargaining operation.· 

Mr. PASTORE. Of course we must 
not bargain on that point. 

My position is that I hope the Sena
tor from Oregon will not insist that the 
question come on providing either the 
larger of the amounts he proposes or 
nothing at all for these needy school 
children. 

Mr. MORSE. I understand that; and 
I have covered that point. 
· Mr. President, let me make crystal 
clear that I am not suggesting that the 
Senator from Rhode Island is propos~ 
ing that I enter into .a compromise ·in 
regard to either ·amendment "D" or my 
amendment "C". . . . 

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct. 
Mr. MORSE. I did not mean to im

ply that any such proposal had been 
made. I hope the RECORD will show 
that I made that clear, in listing the 
various points which I understand rep.;. 
resent his point of view in regard to 
the advantages of taking my amend
ment "D" to conference. I refer to the 
point the Senator from Rhode Island 
made just now-namely, that he would 
be willing to take my amendment "D" 
to conference; and that in the confer.; 
ence, that amendment, regardless of any 
other amendment, would strengthen his 
hand there. 

Of course my great respect for the 
Senator from Rhode Island is such, that 
I would not wish to do anything whicn 
would weaken his position in confer
·ence, if I could possil;>ly avoid doing so. 
That is why I wish to give consideration 
to the views of my associates on thi~ 
proposal, before·! make a decision; and 
that is why I should like to suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I now sug
gest the absence of a quorum. . 
- The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
McNAMARA in the chair). The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call b~ rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
· Mr. HART. Mr. Presi-dent, I wish to 
make a brief statement, and I ask unani
mous consent that it may be printed -in 
the RECORD immediately following the 
conclusion of the remarks of the Senator 
from Oregon. 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Michigan? _ The Chair :Pears none, 
and it is so ordered. _ 
· Mr. HART. Mr. President, as a new 
Member of the Senate i am not surprised 
that I find it difficult to determine what 
the proper minimum of ground force 

strength-of the Army should be. I am 
not quite clear what_ we ought to do in 
Berlin when the date for decision ar
rives. I have some uncertainty about 
our attack on the moon. Howev~r, I was 
delighted to listen to the senior Senator 
from Oregon describe something which 
I think all of us can understand-7,000 
children in the District of Columbia who 
go to school and who, as a very minimum, 
represent children who are hungry. 
· I commend the senior Senator from 
Oregon for his fight. I would support· 
the amendment. I would support th~ 
Senator in his parliamentary maneuver, 
I trust that on this question other·s in the: 
Senate will find it as simple to resolve. 
~s the junior Senator from- Michigan. 
who welcomes, at long last, a simple 
ques~io~. 

ORbER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 10 
~ O'CLOCK A.M. ON THURSDAY 
' · NEXT 

Mr . . JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I·ask .unanimous consent that when 
the Senate concludes its business today, 
it convene at 10 a.m. on Thursday next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. . Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE ON DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIA

, TION BILL 
- Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that at 
the conclusion- of the morning business· 
on Thursday, the District of Columbia 
appropriation bill be laid before the 
Senate, and . that there be allowed not 
t_o exceed 30 minutes on amendments, 
the time to be equally divided, and that 
there be a limitation of 1 hour on the 
bill, to be equally divided. _ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is "there 
objection? 

Mr. JOHNSTON ·of South Carolina: 
Mr. President, I should like to know if 
at 10 o'clock the Senate would proceed 
with the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
proposal is that the Senate resume con
sideration of the District of Columbia 
appropriation bill right after the conclu
sion of the morning business. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina: 
That means it will take 1 hour or 1 hout~ 
and one-half before the bill is concluded; 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I hope not. 
I hope there is nothing but the Morse 
amendment at stake. I hope that 
amendment can be handled by agree
ment sometime tomorrow, after the Sen
ator from Oregon can talk to his col
leagues. By getting a limitation of de
bate agreement, we can get the Post 
Office and Treasury appropriation bill 
before the Senate earlier. We cannot 
dispose of it today. 
' Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, the amend
ments which have been laid before the 
Senate are subject to a point of order. 
If the unanimous consent agreement 
which has been proposed were entered 
into, would the right to raise the point of 
order be preserved? 
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The PRESIDING OF'l<'ICER: The 

Chair wishes to state to the .Senator that 
the right to raise the point of order 
would be preserved. 

Mr. PASTORE. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the unanimous consent re· 
quest? The Chair hears none, and the 
agreement is entered. 

REGULATION AND FIXING OF WAGE 
RATES AT PORTSMOUTH, N. H., 
NAVAL SHIPYARD 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consider·ation of 
Order No. 293, Senate bill 19. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 19) 
to provide a method for regulating and 
fixing wage rates for employees of Ports
mouth, N. ·H., Naval Shipyard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Texas? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, this bill has been previously con
sidered by the Senate. I think most 
Members of the Senate are thoroughly 
familiar with it. The distinguished 
Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] has 
reported it from the Committee on 
Armed Services, and I yield to her to 
make a brief statement, if she cares to, 
at this time. 

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, the pend
ing bill would require that the Secretary 
of the Navy establish the hourly rates 
of pay for all per diem employees of the 
Portsmouth, N.H., Naval Shipyard at the 
some hourly rates paid to employees of 
similar classification at the Boston, 
Mass., Naval Shipyard. 

There was no opposition to the bill in 
committee. It was unanimously agreed 
to. It was · passed twice by the Senate 
last year. I urge that the bill be ap· 
proved. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I en· 
dorse what the very able senior Senator 
from Maine has said. She conducted a 
very brave struggle, in the face of OP· 
position by the administration, for jus
tice for the workers in the Portsmouth, 
N.H., shipyard, which also serves Kittery, 
Maine. 

Mr. President, she deserves a g.reat 
deal of credit for what she has done. 
She has done it against the opposition 
of the Eisenhower administration. I 
think we on our side of the aisle should, 
and will, give her our most hearty sup
port in checking the naval bureaucracy 
which has been riding roughshod not 
only over the wishes of the senior Sena· 
tor from Maine, but over the just claims 
of the workers in the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, a la-rge percentage of whom 
are residents of the State which the 
senior Senator from Maine represents so 
well here in the Senate. 

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, I thank 
the senior Senator from Illinois very 
much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment. 

CV--576 

~· If there be no amendment to be pro .. 
posed, the question is on the engross· 
ment and third reading of the bill. 
. The bill (S. 19) was ordered to be en· 
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of .Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of the Navy shall establish the 
hourly rates of pay for all per diem em
ployees employed at the Portsmouth, New 
Hampshire, Naval Shipyard at the same 
hourly rates as are paid to employees of 
similar classification resulting from area 
wage survey applicable to employees of the 
Boston, Massachusetts, Naval Shipyard. 
· SEc. 2. This ·Act shall take effect on the 
first day of the first pay period which begins 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the vote by which the 
bill was passed be reconsidered. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
. The PRESIDING OF'FICER. Is there 
;further business to come before the 
Senate? 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO
PRIATION ACT, 1960 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the Senate resume 
the consideration of Calendar No. 291, 
H.R. 5676. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Texas. 
· The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of the 
bill <H.R. 5676) making appropriations 
for the government of the District of 
Columbia and other activities chargeable 
in whole or in part against the revenues 
of said District for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1960, and for other purposes. 

FUNERAL SERVICES FOR THE LATE 
SECRETARY DULLES 

· Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at this point a statement 
relating to funeral services for the late 
Secretary Dulles, to be held on Wednes
day, May 27, 1959. 
· There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
FUNERAL SERVICES OF THE LATE SECRETARY 

DULLES ON WEDNESDAY, MAY 27, 1959 
. The Army will furnish the Senate auto~ 
mobiles for the use of Senators and their 
wives only to attend the funeral. Please 
notify my office if you will attend, so we 
will have a sufficient number of vehicles 
available. 

Cars will arrive at the Senate wing steps 
at 1 and will depart in procession at 1:15 
sharp, accompanied by motorcycle escort. 
_ Senators and wives · are requested to bring 
the tickets . sent them through the mail. . 
. Those not desiring to attend the inter
~ent will be brought back to the Capitol 
from the Cathedral. 

JoSEPH C. DuKE, 
Sergeant at Arms. · 

OUTLINE OF SERVICES 

Upon -arrival of Senators and their wives 
at the cathedral they will be seated to the 

left of the center aisle as they walk into 
the Cathedral through the door. facing Wis~ 
consin Avenue. 

In leaving the church there is, of course, 
a definite order of departure, and the order 
of departure will be: The National Color 
Detail, the ·clergy, the casket, the personal 
flag bearer, the family, the President, and 
Vice President, the mortician, and then Sen
ators and their wives. 

When the procession reaches the Arling
ton Memorial Gate there will be a regular 
ceremony transferring the casket from the 
hearse to the caisson. At that time no one 
should get out of the vehicles. There will 
be one officer representing everyone there 
and he will render all honors. This cere
mony will probably take about 10 to 15 
minutes at the gate. 

Following the ceremony at the memorial 
gate the procession will then proceed in its 
already arranged order and the cars will 
follow behind the caisson and the military 
escort until they reach the graveside. At 
the graveside again there will be a ceremony 
which will take about 20 minutes. Every
one then is invited to gather near the grave
side. There is no order as to how they go 
to the grave. 

ADJOURNMENT TO 10 A.M. 
THURSDAY 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, as a further mark of respect to 
the memory of the deceased former Sec· 
retary of State, the Honorable John 
Foster Dulles, I move that the Senate 
stand adjourned, under the order previ
ously entered, until 10 o'clock a.m. on 
Thursday next. 

The motion was unanimously agreed 
to; and (at 5 o'clock and 22 minutes 
p.m.) the Senate adjourned in accord
ance with the terms of Senate Resolution 
124, as a further mark of respect to the 
memory of former Secretary of State 
John Foster Dulles, until Thursday, May 
28, 1959, at 10 a.m. ------

NOMINATION 
Executive nomination received by the 

Senate May 26, 1959: · 
U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE 

Charles L. Powell, of Washington, to be 
U.S. district judge for the eastern district of 
Washington, vice Sam M. Driver, deceased. 

•• .... II 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES . 
TUESDAY, MAY 26, 1959 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
Psalm 33: 12: Blessed is the nation 

whose God is the Lord; and the people 
whom He hath chosen tor His own in
heritance. 
· Most merciful and gracious God, in 
these days of crises and confusion, may 
we have a faith that is calm and cou-· 
rageous, a hope that is invul_nerable and 
invincible and a love that never fails nor 
falters. 

We humbly acknowledge that our plans 
and purposes, our efforts and endeavors 
for a nobler civilization will be :futile and 
fruitless unless Thou dost gird us with 
Thy divine wisdom and stren'gth. · -
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May our President, our Speaker, and 
our chosen Representatives be used by 
Thee in promoting the cohesive spirit of 
understanding and good will among 
all the members of the human family. 

Hear us in Christ's name. Amen. 
The Journal of the proceedings of 

yesterday was read and approved. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Sundry messages in writing from the 

President of the United States were 
communicated to the House by Mr. 
Ratchford, one of his secretaries. 

FALSE CLAIM EXPOSED REGARD
ING MISSILE NOSE-CONE DEVEL
OPMENT 
Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consenf to 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Montana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. Mr. 

Speaker, I have recently noted flagrant 
claims by the Air Force and two of its 
contractors, that they have discovered 
the principle of the "ablation" nose 
cone and are now using that principle 
in the manufacture of nose cones for 
ICBM's. This. "discovery" appears to be 
both costly and unnecessary since the 
ablation type nose cone has been suc
cessfully used by the United States since 
1957 and a nose cone of this material 
that made a flight of hundreds of miles 
through space and successfully reen
tered the atmosphere in August 1957 
now reposes in the Smithsonian Institu
tion. The technical details · and designs 
for this ablation nose cone were given 
to all military services and authorized 
contractors working on the reenti'y 
problem as it became available. I also 
recall occasions in 1958 when full scale 
ablation type nose cones for the Jupiter 
IRBM were fired to the full range of the 
missile and successfully recovered. At 
the same time that this information was 
available the Air Force was spending 
hundreds of ·millions of dollars for the 
development · and production of heat 

· sink nose cones that they, the Air Force, 
now consider inferior to the ablation 
type. During this same period the Air 
Force stated to e.t least one congres
sional committee that they considered 
the ablation nose cone a ''fraud." The 
Air Force must stop this costly and un
necessary duplication of effort in order 
to prove their individual capabilities in 
the missile field. 

It is this attitude on the part of the 
Air Force that is responsible for the 
present Nike-Hercules-Bomarc contro
versy. 

REORGANIZATION ACT OF 1949 
Mr. TRIMBLE, from the Committee 

on Rules, reported the following priv
ileged resolution (H. Res. 276, Rept. 
No. 385). which was referred to the 

House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union . for the consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 5140) to further amend the Reorganiza
tion Act of 1949, as amended, so that 
such Act will apply to reorganization plans 
transmitted to the Congress at any time in 
conformity with the provisions of the Act. 
Aft er general debate, which shall be confined 
to the bill, and shall continue not to exceed 
one hour, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking mi
nority member of the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations, the bill shall be read 
for amendment under the five-minute rule. 
At the conclusion of the consideration of the 
bill for amendment, the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may h ave been 
adopted, and the previous question shall 
be considered as ordered on the bill and 
amendments thereto to final passage with
out intervening motion except one motion 
to recommit. 

NATO MILITARY DEFENSIVE 
STRENGTH-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following message from the Presi
dent of the United States, which was 
read, and, together with the accompany
ing papers, referred to the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic . Energy: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In Decembei· 1957 the Heads of Gov

ei·nmei1t of the nations members of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
reached agreement in principle on the 
desirability of achieving the most effec
tive pattern of NATO military defensive 
strength, taking into account the most 
recent developments in weapons and 
techniques. In enunciating this agree
ment in principle the Heads-of Govern
ment made it clear that this decision was 
the result of the fact that the Soviet 
leaders, while preventing a general dis
armament agreement, had left no doubt 
that the most modern and destructive 
weapons of all kinds were being intro
duced into the Soviet armed forces. The 
introduction of modern weapons into 
NATO forces should be no cause for con
cern on the part of other countries, since 
NATO is purely a defensive alliance. 

It is our conviction and the conviction 
of our NATO allies that the introduction 
into NATO defenses of the most modern 
weapons available is essential in main
taining the strength necessary to the 
alliance. Any alliance depends in the 
last analysis upon the sense of shared 
mutual interests among its members, and 
by sharing with our allies certain train
ing information we are demonstrating 
concretely our sense of partnership in 
NATO's defensive planning. Failure on 
our part to contribute to the improve
ment of the state of operational readi
ness of the forces of other members of 
NATO will only encourage the Soviet 
Union to believe that it can eventually 
succeed in its goal of destroying NATO's 
effectiveness. 

To facilitate the necessary cooperation 
on our part, legislation amending the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 was enacted 
during the last session of the Congress. 
Pursuant to that legislation agreements 
for cooperation have recently been con
cluded with three of our NATO partners; 
all of these agreements are designed to 
implement in important respects the 
agreed NATO program. These agree
ments will enable the United States to co
operate effectively in mutual defense 
planning with these nations and in the 
training of their respective NATO forces 
in order that, if an attack on NATO 
should occur, under the direction of the 
Supreme . . llied Commander for Europe 
these forces could effectively use nuclear 
weapons in their defense. 

These agreements represent only a 
portion of the work necessary for com
plete implementation of the decision 
taken by the North Atlantic Treaty Or
ganization in December 1957. I antici
pate the conclusion of similar agree
ments for cooperation with certain other 
NATO nations as the alliance's defensive 
planning continues. 

Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended, I am submitting to 
each House of the Congress an authorita
tive copy of three agreements, one with 
the Federal Republic of Germany, one 
with the Kingdom of the Netherlands, 
and one with the Government of Turkey. 
I am also transmitting a copy of the Sec
retary of State's letter accompanying au
thoritative copies of the signed agree
ments, a copy of three joint letters from 
the Secretary of Defense and the Chair
man of the Atomic Energy Commission 
recommending my approval of these 
documents, and copies of my memoranda 
in reply thereto setting forth my ap
proval. 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 
THE WHITE HoUSE, May 26,1959. 

USE OF ATOMIC ENERGY FOR MU
TUAL DEFENSE-MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following message from the Presi
dent of the United States, which was 
read, and, together with the accompany
ing papers referred to the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act 

of 1954, as amended, I am submitting 
herewith to each House· of the> Congress 
an authoritative copy of an Agreement 
Between the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government 
of Canada for Cooperation on the Uses 
of Atomic Energy for Mutual Defense 
Purposes. The agreement was signed in 
Washington on May 22, 1959, by the 
Acting Secretary of State on behalf of 
the Government of the United States 
and the Ambassador of Canada to the 
United States on behalf of the Govern
ment of Canada. 

Proceeding from the authority con
tained in Public Law 85-479 approved 
by the President July 2, 1958, which 
amended the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 
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the agreement was negotiated for the 
purpose of advancing the extent of co· 
operation between the two countries in 
their common defense, ' particularly in 
the vital field of the military applica· 
tions of atomic energy. 

The agreement is predicated on the 
determination that the common defense 
and security of the United States and 
Canada will be advanced by the coopera· 
tion envisaged therein, and takes into 
account that our countries _are partici· 
pating together in an international de· 
fense arrangement. The exchanges of 
information and transfers of equipment 
provided for in the agreement will sub
stantially contribute to the capability 
of the United States and Canada to meet 
their mutual defensive responsibilities 
already closely shared. 

I am also transmitting a copy of the 
Acting Secretary of State's letter accom· 
panying authoritative copies of the 
signed agreement, a copy of a joint let· 
ter from the Secretary of Defense and 
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission recommending my approval 
of this agreement, and a copy of my 
memorandum in reply thereto setting 
forth my approval. 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 26, 1959. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently no quorum 
is present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to an&wer to their 
names: 

Avery 
Betts 
Bowles 
Bray 
Brewster 
Canfield 
Casey 
Celler 
Chelf 
Clark 
Curtis, Mass. 
Dorn, N.Y. 
Downing 
Flynn 
Fogarty 
Frelinghuysen 
Garmatz 
Glenn 
Grant 

[Roll No. 53] 
Green, Oreg. 
Healey 

· H:testand ~ 
Holland 
Jackson 
Jarman 
Johnson~ Md. 
Jones, Mo. 
Karth 
Kilburn 
Kiuczynski 
Lafore 
Laird 
Landrum 
McMillan 
Mason 
Moeller 
Moore 
Nix 

Norrell 
O'Konski 
Perkins · 
Powell 
Preston 
Reece, Tenn. 
Rivers, S.C. 
Santangelo 
Saylor . 
Sheppard 
Siler 
Spence 
Taylor 
Tollefson 
Watts 
Wharton 
Winstead 
Withrow 
Zelenko 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 376 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE AND JUS· 
TICE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RE
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATION 
BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1960 
Mr. ROONEY. Mr: Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con· 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 7343) making 
appropriations for . the Departments o! 

State and Justice .. the judiciary, and 
related agencies for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1960, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill H.R. 7343, 
with Mr. THORNBERRY in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit

tee rose on yesterday there was pend
ing the amendment of the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. GRAY] on which a 
point of order had been reserved by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
RooNEY]. 

Without objection, the Clerk will again 
report the amendment of the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GRAY: On page 

19, line 20, immediately preceding "For" 
insert the following: "For construction of 
a maximum security institution on a site 
to be selected by the Attorney General, 
$2,000,000." 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from New York insist on his point 
of order? 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, having 
had an opportunity to examine the 
precedents in regard to the present situa
tion, I withdraw the point of order at 
this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York withdraws his point of 
order. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOW. I yield. 
Mr. ROONEY. -Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent .that all debate on the 
pending . amendment and all amend
ments thereto . close in .2"0 minutes, the 
last 5 minutes to be reserved to the 
committee. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I should 

like to point out to the Committee what 
the subcommittee has done on this ques
tion of the prisons. This bill includes 
the full amount requested for the oper· 
ation of the prisons of $41,600,000. I 
consider that the amendment that the 
gentleman from Illinois has submitted 
is a very important one, but I think the 
whole picture should be shown here. As 
I have said, the committee has recom· 
mended in this bill $41,600,000 which is 
the full amount of the budget request 
less the $9 million for the new maxi
mum security institution. This $41,600,· 
000 is for the maintenance and oper
ation of 32 institutions in the United 
States and the 5 jails and 1 camp in 
Alaska. 

The amount allowed is $3,156,000 over 
the amount appropriated for the same 
purpose in the last fiscal year. This pro· 
vides for the reactivation and full oper
ation of the Federal correctional insti
tution at Sandstone, Minn., beginning 
July 1959. With the operation of this 

prison at Sandstone, Minn., there will 
be an a.dditional population there of 600 
or more prisoners w.hich will relieve some 
of the crowding in the other prisons. 
In addition, there is a new camp at 
Safford, Ariz. We appropriated funds 
for that last year. This year there will 
be a new camp activated in South Caro
lina with a capacity of 200 prisoners. 
I submit, Mr. Chairman, that the sub
committee has recognized the need for 
these additional facilities at Sandstone 
and has appropriated the money for 
them, and also for the camps. We be
lieve that the amounts appropriated 
here are sufficient to carry on at least 
for the next fiscal year. 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOW. I yield. 
Mr. GRAY. I am sure the Committee 

appreciates the remarks of the distin
guished gentleman who has made a 
great contribution as a member of this 
committee and in the Congress, but I 
would like to call your attention to page 
26 of the hearings, if I may. The At· 
torney General testified before your 
committee in April of this year. I would 
like to quote his testimony. The At
torney General said: 

Reactivation of the Sandstone facility and 
establishment of the new camps at Safford, 
Ariz., and Greenville, S.C., will partially cor
rect ·the overcrowded conditions in the 
minimum and medium custody-type insti
tutions. The penitentiaries handling the 
more dangerous and assaultive long-termers 
will, however, be afforded no relief since all 
those who could be transferred to camps 
and farms have already been moved out to 
make room for the increasing number of 
bank robbers, kidnapers, and racketeers be
ing committ~ by the courts. 

Mr. BOW. As the gentleman well 
knows, he has had time to speak on· his 
amendment. But, since he has referred 
to this statement by. the Attorney Gen
eral, may I say that while what the 
gentleman has quoted here from the At· 
torney General. is true, some of these 
prisoners will be moved. However, on 
the basis of the testimony before the 
committee, we believe it justified leaving 
this out for this year because the re
activation of these camps will mean that 
some of the less dangerous criminals will 
be moved from the maximum security, 
prisons into those camps to make room 
for the more dangerous prisoners. 
· Mr. GRAY. Will the gentleman yield 
further? 

Mr. BOW. I am sorry but I must de
cline to yield further since the gentle
man has had time of his own. But, I 
should like to submit to the House that 
with this amount of $41,600,000 for the 
Federal prisons this year and the cre
ation of a new prison at Sandstone with 
a capacity of 600 there and a capacity 
of 200 in another place, we have, I be· 
lieve, given a sufficient amount of money 
this year to meet the needs and, further
more, we certainly can consider the new 
maximum security prison next year. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Illinois [Mrs. CHURcH] is recog
nized for a minute and a half. 

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, I very 
much favor the amendment offered by , 
the gentleman ·from Illinois [Mr. GRAY]. 
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I believe that no one in the House has 
manifested or expressed greater desire 
for economy than I; and I would not 
support this amendment, or urge others 
to support it, if the amount contained 
therein had not been actually recom
mended by the Bureau of the Budget; 
and also by the Department of Justice. 
The administration favored this project 
and supported an amount, I believe, al
most five times the sum-$9,875,000 in 
fact-now asked by this amendment. 

I hope very much that the committee 
will vote for the amendment; and I 
want to say to the gentleman from Il
linois that I would like to ha·ve added 
to his time, any part left of my minute 
and a half. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES] for a minute and a half. 

Mr. YATES. May I be recognized fol
lowing the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MACK]? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MACK]. 

Mr. MACK of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I am very familiar with the problem 
confronting us today. I introduced a 
~imilar amendment 'to the appropriation 
bill 3 years ago. I understand this 
request for a prison was first made by 
the Bureau of Prisons some 7 years 
ago. · It has been included in the budget 
request for the last 3 years but has never 
been included by the House committee. 
I have before me today a copy of the 
report. In the report the committee 
has stated that they have included all 
of the appropriations for the Bureau of 
Prisons with the exception of this fa
cility, and they have given no excuse for 
not including this Federal maximum se
curity prison in this appropriation. 

In my humble opinion there is no val
id reason for its not being included. We 
have not built a new Federal institution 
of the maximum security type for 57 
years. Alcatraz is 90 years old and it is 
high time that we provided the facilities 
that the Bureau of Prisons say they need 
to maintain this magnificent record of 
no riots and no ·major difficulty in any of 
the Federal institutions. 

I am hoping that the committee will 
support the amendment offered by my 
colleague. I think we should have this 
prison in order to maintain the fine rec
ord of the Federal Bureau of Prisons. 
We have the finest prison system in the 
world. Let;s keep it that way. 

' The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. JENNINGS] is recog
nized for 1% minutes. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. JENNINGS 
of Virginia, Mr. YATES of Illinois, and 
Mr. CoAn of Iowa yielded their time to 
Mr. GRAY. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
GRAY] for 6 minutes. 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the opportunity once again to bring 
to you and my colleagues this most im
portant subject. When the Committee 
arose on yesterday we had discussed the 
great need for constructing a maximum 
security Federal prison. I presented to 
you on yesterday many statements in-

eluding one from the great Director of 
the United States Bureau of Prisons, Mr. 
James V. Bennett, who has dedicated his 
life to. taking care of criminals incar
cerated in Federal penitentiaries under 
laws passed by this Congress. 

I told the Committee on yesterday 
from the testimony of Mr. Bennett and 
others that we are facing a dangerous 
situation this very hour, a threat to the 
American people of riots. 

You say it cannot happen. I have 
here before me, and I showed them to 
you yesterday, four clippings from news
papers in my district published in the 
past 30 days: 

"Rioting Convicts Hold 23 Hostages; 
Threaten Death." 

"Troops Storm Prison and Free Host
ages." 

"Convicts To Kill Hostages if Troops 
Rush Montana Prison." 

"Troops Riot in Tennessee." 
That has happened in the past 30 

days and it can be repeated any time. 
You have been told of the capacity 

of the Federal penitentiaries in the 
United States. That means the number 
of prisoners we can safely handle. 

Over here you have in red the number 
of prisoners on hand (pointing to chart). 
We had in 1955 an excess of prisoners. 
That means putting a hardened criminal 
in the same cell with a first offender. 
In 1957 we had the same capacity, more 
prisoners. Over here we have the same 
capacity, with the exception of Sand
stone, Minn., that the gentleman from 
Ohio pointed out is going to be reacti
vated. Incidentally, the Sandstone, 
Minn., prison does not even have a wall 
around it. How can it be considered a 
maximum security penitentiary? We 
still have over 3,000 prisoners with no 
safe place to put them. · , 
· If my amendment is adopted and con
struction starts tomorrow, it will take 3 
years to build this institution, and by 
1963, including the Sandstone capacity, 
which will be pointed out by the chair_. 
man of the subcommittee, Mr. RoONEY, 
we will have twice as many prisoners as 
we have places to put them. 

What happens when · you put five or 
six bank robbers, rapists and hardened 
criminals in the same cell with soine 
young man from · your town · who steals 
an automobile and takes it across the 
State line? He serves a year while he is 
incarcerated with these hardened crim
inals. He gets out and the next time he 
robs a bank, then he kills one of your 
merchants. 
. This is an important situation. I am 
not asking you to appropriate this $2 
million just to help my district or some
one else's district. I am telling you that 
the director of the U.S. Bureau of Pris
ons, the Attorney General, the President 
of the United States, and everyone · else 
has pleaded with the Congress on four 
different occasions for money to con
struct this institution. I can tell you 
the main reason why this has not been 
done, but I am not going to indulge in 
personalities. 

The challenge-is upon us. If we have 
a riot who are they going to blame? 
They are going to blame the Congress of 
the United States because they came 

down here on four separate occasions 
and said: "We not only need this but it 
is imperative that we have this new 
prison built as soon as possible. 

I pointed out the statement of mem
bers of the Judiciary Committee on the 
Senate side who personally inspected 
the Federal institutions and came back 
and issued a unanimous report, of all the 
Republicans and Democrats on the com
mittee, saying that it is an imperative 
situation. It is critical. We must build 
this maximum security institution. 

The gentleman from New York is go .. 
ing to tell you that Sandstone, Minn., 
will be reactivated. He could tell you 
that there are other prison camps 
throughout the United States, including 
a Federal Army camp, that can be re
activated; but those are not maximum 
security penitentiaries. As I said before 
the Sandstone institution does not even 
have a wall around it. 

You have heard about the Jackson 
case in Virginia where two little babies 
and their parents were killed. If that 
man is caught, do you want to send him 
to Sandstone, Minn., where they do not 
have a wall around the institution? 
That is what they are going to ask you 
to do by defeating this amendment. 
They will tell you that the committee 
has been generous, they are going to tell 
you that a camp out in California may 
be made available, but again I repeat, 
they are not maximum security peniten
tiaries and they will not hold these bank 
robbers, murderers, dope peddlers, these 
hardened criminals. That is all in the 
testimony. Anyone who will read this 
testimony will not have any doubt in 
their mind but what this prison is not 
only needed but if it is not provided we 
are facing the danger of a major riot. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Illinois. I want to 
point out one thing. The gentleman 
has already pointed it out. They ·are 
going to take them against their good 
judgment from some of these maximum 
security institutions and put them into 
other · camps. We are going to have 
people in these other camps who will 
escape, causing damage and loss of life. 
I think it is very imperative that we get 
maximum security institutions that will 
hold all the people who should be in 
them as soon as possible. I am very 
much for the amendment. 

Mr. GRAY. I thank the gentleman 
and · I might · point out that he is a 
former sheriff. He knows a ·lot about 
criminology, he knows all about these 
penal institutions. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that my amend
ment be adopted and I guarantee you 
will be taking a safe course. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
O'BRIEN]. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Illinois. Mr. Chair· 
man, I very seldom take the well of the 
House, but this matter is so important 
to me that I could not let this opportu
nity go by wit~out saying a word on it. 
Here is a piece of legislation that the 
Bureau of Prisons · recommends. Jim 
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Bennett, one of the finest men that I 
have ever known, has recommended this 
legislation. The Bureau of the Budget 
has also recommended this legislation. 
And, as a former sheriff I know this 
prison is badly needed, and it rather em
barrassing for Jim Bennett to ask for 
a prison that is badly needed and also 
have the Bureau of the Budget recom
mend an appropriation for same only to 
have this Committee ignore their request. 
Some day there will be a prison break 
and people will be killed and I, for one, 
do not want to be responsible for that. 

Mr. Chairman, I am for this amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. RooNEY]. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
. the greatest respect and admiration for 
my distinguished friend, the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. GRAY], the author of 
the pending amendment. He has 
worked hard on this proposition, and I 
know that in doing so he feels he is 
doing the proper thing in the best in
terests of the people of his congres
sional district, because he has unfortu
nately wide unemployment in his area 
in southern Illinois. But, that is not the 
issue here. This prison may very well 
never be located in the State of illinois~ 
not alone in Mr. GRAy's congressional 
district, because the Bureau of Prisons 
of the Department of Justice will not 
tell the Congress exactly where they will 
locate the proposed new institution. Of 
the half dozen sites tllat have been in
vestigated by the Bureau of Prisons, we 
find that one of them is in Kentucky and 
two of them are in Missouri. 

Now, let us get to the issue: the ~ues
tion of whether or not the American 
taxpayers need a new prison. It appears 
that we are having a few little snow
:fiakes cast in our eyes here today, be
cause the pending amendment carries 
an amount of only $2 million, and every
body knows that the. new prison would 
cost $10 million, and in order for the 
Bureau of Prisons to proceed with it, 
they would have to have the money at 
the present time, not next year. 

Now, the matter of individual cells has 
been mentioned by my distinguished 
friend from Illinois. Let me say that 
I have sent many a rapist and murderer 
to State's prison, but I never contem
plated that he had to have an individual 
cell or an individual bed. As far as I 
am concerned, if officers in the U.S. 
Coast Guard at sea in a Government 
vessel have to sleep in tiered bunks, I do 
not see why these rapists and murderers 
that he talks about have to be given an 
individual cell with an individual bed. 

The committee believes that there are 
enough facilities to take care of the 
prison population. At the present time, 
and in the present system, Alcatraz is 
away below normal capacity. There are 
270 prisoners in Alcatraz, which has a 
normal capacity of 336 prisoners. At 
Chillicothe, Ohio, there are 1,198 prison
ers and they have a normal capacity of 
1,451 prisoners. The reformatory at El 
Reno, Okla., is 138 below capacity. The 
same situation applies in regard to 
Springfield, Englewood, Florence, Mont-

gomery, and Tucson present installa
tions. 

Now, in order to amply take care of 
the needs of the Federal prison system, 
the Committee on Appropriations has 
brought to the :floor for your considera
tion a bill containing an increase of 
almost $11 million for the Department 
of Justice, 55 percent or $6,056,000 of 
which is for the Bureau of Prisons. The 
committee has allowed every other 
single request for the Bureau of Pris
ons, 100 cents on the dollar, other than 
in regard to this expensive new insti
tution, the location of which they will 
not divulge. The committee has pro
vided in this bill alone almost $2 mil
lion to reactivate a modern prison, a 
building newer than the New House 
Office Building, at Sandstone, Minn., 
with a capacity of at least 600 prisoners, 
which will be in full operation on July 
1. Some inmates are already there. 
We have allowed funds for a new pris
on camp at Safford, Ariz., with a capac
ity of 250 prisoners. In addition to that, 
we have allowed funds for a new camp 
in South Carolina with a capacity of 
200 prisoners. Then lo and behold, we 
came across this, and this was not given 
to us by the Department of Justice or by 
the Bureau of Prisons. We happened 
to learn of it ourselves and have it right 
here in writing. At the present time 
there are negotiations well underway, 
unknown to the Congress or to the Com
mittees on Appropriations, to take over 
certain military permanent-type dis
ciplinary barracks. 

I am now referring to permanent 
prison buildings. These are not canton
ments or hastily constructed buildings; 
these are permanent disciplinary mili
tary barracks at Lompoc, Calif. The 
Bureau of Prisons proposes to take over 
these disciplinary barracks, these per
manent buildings, anti they will have a 
capacity for 1,345 additional prisoners. 
Now, if with all of these new installa
tions which will accommodate at least 
2,395 additional prisoners, they are not 
able to take care of our prison popula
tion, I just do not know where we stand. 
Must we have a brandnew single-cell 
one-bed accommodation for the rapist 
and murderer the gentleman talks 
about? 

I am going to show you the elaborate 
highly expensive program that they have 
in mind in regard to Federal prisons. 
They want a new western youth center; 
they want a new set of juvenile institu
tions; they want a new eastern youth 
center; they want a new west coast 
penitentiary; they want a neuropsychi
atric center for Federal prisoners, a west 
coast institution for women, a new 
medium custody institution and a de
tention jail in Chicago. These are their 
plans as set forth in their elaborate 
brochure. I think we can do without 
a good part of this program for our 
rapists and murderers--to provide them 
with brandnew buildings, furniture, 
dining hall and accommodations--until 
the budget· is balanced; in:fiation 
stemmed and the national debt reduced. 

It may be interesting to note that 
the prison proposed to be constructed 
by the terms of the amendment of the 

gentleman from Illinois is supposed to 
be for maximum custody prisoners. As 
of January 29, 1959, there were in the 
following U.S. penitentiaries, maximum 
custody institutions, 1,049 minimum cus
tody prisoners, as follows: Atlanta, 
124; Leavenworth, 212; Lewisburg, 266; 
McNeil Island, 235; and at Terre Haute, 
212. And among these minimum cus
tody prisoners were bootleggers, viola
tors of the immigration laws, clean-cut 
gentlemen forgers and embezzlers, and 
violators of the Selective Service Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I suggest in the inter
est of economy this amendment should 
be voted down. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois, 
[Mr. GRAY]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. RooNEY) 
there were--ayes 127, noes 49. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE IV-RELATED AGE:rfCIES 

United States Information Agency 
Salaries and Expenses 

For expenses necessary to enable the 
United States Information Agency, as au
thorized by Reorganization Plan Numbered 
8 of 1953, and the United States Information 
and Educational Exchange Act, as amended 
(22 U.S.C. 1431 et seq.), to carry out inter
national information activities, including 
employment, without regard to the civil 
service and classification laws, of (1) per
sons on a temporary basis (not to exceed 
$120;000), (2) aliens within the United States, 
.and (3) aliens abroad for service in the 
United States relating to the translation 
or narration of colloquial speech in foreign 
languages (such aliens to be investigated for 
such employment in accordance with pro
cedures established by the Secretary of 
State and the Attorney General); travel ex
penses of aliens employed abroad for serv
ice in the United State·s and their depend
ents to and from the United States; salaries, 
expenses, and allowances of personnel and 
dependents as authorized by the Foreign 
Service Act of 1946, as amended (22 U.S.C. 
801-1158); entertainment within the United 
States not to exceed $500; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; insurance on official motor 
vehicles in foreign countries; purchase of 
space in publications abroad, without re
gard to the provisions of law set forth in 44 
U.S.C. 322; services as authorized by sec
tion 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 ( 5 U .S.C. 
55a); payment of tort claims, in the manner 
authorized in the first paragraph of section 
2672, as amended, of title 28 of the United 
States Code when such claims arise in for
eign countries; advance of funds notwith
standing section 3648 of the Revised Stat
utes, as amended; dues for library member
ship in organizations which issue publica
tions to members only, or to members at a 

· price lower than to others; employment of 
aliens, by contract, for service abroad; pur
chase of ice and drinking water abroad; 
payment of excise taxes on negotiable in
struments abroad; cost of transporting to 
and from a place of storage and the cost of 
storing the furniture and household and 
personnel effects of an employee of the For
eign Service who is assigned to a post at 
which he is unable to use his furniture and 
effects, under such regulations as the Di
rector may prescribe; actual expenses of 

_ preparing and transporting to their former 
homes the remains of persons, not United 

. States Government employees, who may die 
away from their homes while participating in 
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activities authorized under this appropria
tion; radio activities and acquisition and 
production of motion pictures and visual 
m aterials and purchase or rental of techni
cal equipment and facilities therefor, narra
tion, script writing, translation, and engi
neering services, by contract or otherwise; 
m aintenance, improvement, and repair of 
properties used for information activities in 
foreign countries; fuel and utilities for 
Government-owned or leased property 
abroad; rental or lease for periods not ex
ceeding five years of offices, buildings, 
grounds, and living quarters for officers and 
employees engaged in informational activi
ties abroad; travel expenses for employees 
attending official international conferences, 
without regard to the Standardized Govern
ment Travel Regulations and to the rates of 
per diem allowances in lieu of subsistence 
expenses under the Travel Expense Act of 
1949, but at rates not in excess of compar
able allowances approved for such confer
ences by the Secretary of State; and pur
chase of objects for presentation to foreign 
governments, schools, or organizations; 
$101,557,300, of which not less than $14,000,-
000 shall be used to purchase foreign cur
rencies or credits owed to or owned by the 
Treasury of the United States: Provt ded, 
That not to exceed $75,000 may be used for 
representation abroad: Provided further, 
That this appropriation shall be available 
for expenses in connection with travel of 
personnel outside the continental United 
States, including travel of dependents and 
transportation of personal effects, household 
goods, or automobiles of such personnel, 
when any part of such travel or transporta
tion begins in the current fiscal year pur
suant to travel orders issued in that year, 
notwithstanding the fact that such travel 
or transportation may not be completed dur
ing the current year: Provided further, That 
funds may be exchanged for payment of ex
penses in connection with the operation of 
information establishments abroad without 
regard to the provisions of section 3651 of 
the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 543}: Pro
vided further, That passenger motor vehi
cles used. abroad exclusively for the pur
poses of this appropriation may be ex
changed or sold, pursuant to section 201(c) 
of the Act of June 30, 1949 (40 U.S.C. 
481 (c) ) , and the exchange allowances or 
proceeds of such sales shall be available for 
replacement of an equal number of such 
vehicles and the cost, including the exchange 
allowance of each such replacement, except 
buses and station wagons, shall not exceed 
$1,500: Provided further, That, notwith
standing the provisions of section 3679 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended (31 U.S.C. 
665), the United States Information Agency 
_is authorized in making contracts for the 
use of international shortwave radio stations 
and fac111ties, to agree on behalf of the 
United States to indemnify the owners and 
operators of said radio stations and facili
ties from such funds as may be hereafter 
appropriated for the purpose against loss or 
damage on account of injury to persons or 
property arising from such use of said radio 
stations and facilities: Provided further, 
That existing appointments and assign
ments to the Foreign Service Reserve for the 
purposes of foreign information and educa
tional activities which expire during the 
current fiscal year may be extended for a 
period of one year in addition to the period 
of appointment or assignment otherwise 
authorized. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I take 
this time to ask the chairman, or the 
ranking minority member, or any mem
ber on the subcommittee, a few questions 

concerning the informational media 
guaranty program. From the hearings 
it is indicated that this has been a pretty 
lush subsidy for a number of film pro
ducers and publishers; is that somewhat 
correct? 

Mr. ROONEY. Probably so. Does 
the gentleman suggest I elaborate? 

Mr. GROSS. I note that a gentle
man by the name of Eric Johnston ap
peared before the subcommittee as a 
lobbyist for the Motion Picture Export 
Association of America. Does the gen
tleman from New York know whether 
this is the same Eric Johnston who was 
selected by the White House to crank 
up the administration propaganda ma
chine a year or so ago and put over the 
trade agreements extension, the results 
of which are now coming home to haunt 
American industry and labor? 

Mr. ROONEY. I know he is the same 
gentleman who does not agree at all at 
the moment with his friend, the Presi
dent of the United States, with regard 
to funds for this program because the 
President asked the Congress for $3.5 
million while Mr. Johnston wants $16 
million of the taxpayers' money for it. 

Mr. GROSS. Well, that is not very 
much of an increase; is it? 

Mr. ROONEY. I think it is substan
tial. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield briefly. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Are you 

quibbling over that? 
Mr. GROSS. Over how much? 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Did he 

not say it was a $16 million increase 
from something about $1 million or $1.5 
million? . 

Mr. GROSS. I found out yesterday, 
when I tried repeatedly to cut this bill, 
that you cannot quibble over these small 
amounts like $16 million or even $48 
million. 

The Motion Picture Export Associa
tion has been given a pretty good ride 
on the informational media gravy train; 
is that not correct? 

Mr. ROONEY. You might take it 
that that is so. 

Mr. GROSS. Then Mr. Eric John
ston was not exactly a disinterested 
party when he became the front man for 
the White House in doing a propaganda 
job on the Congress and on the Nation 
in connection with foreign trade; was 
he? 

Mr. ROONEY. I believe he did act 
for the White House. 

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman 
know whether Mr. Johnston is the lobby
ist only for this export film outfit? 

Mr. ROONEY. It is my understand
ing that he also represents the Motion 
Picture Association of America. 

Mr. GROSS. But he was not simply 
representing the export association too 
when he appeared before your subcom
mittee to testify; is that correct? 

Mr. ROONEY. I thought he was rep
resenting all the motion picture pro
ducers who are members of the associa
tion. 

Mr. GROSS. Along with the publish
ers, the magazine publishers and some 
newspaper publishers, they -not · only 

have their feet in the trough, but they 
have them in clear up to the knees in 
this informational media business. 

Mr. ROONEY. I do not suggest the 
gentleman from Iowa is exaggerating in 
that respect. I think the gentleman is 
entitled to make that statement if he 
feels it is correct. I do not know 
whether I would agree with the gentle
man entirely-maybe it goes up beyond 
the knees. 

Mr. GROSS. I notice that Time 
magazine and Readers Digest and a score 
or more of film producers have been tak
ing millions of dollars; is that not cor
rect? Your hearings in page after page 
and in page after page in small type indi
cate that they have been taking millions 
of dollars. Can the gentleman tell me 
offhand how much this is costing the tax
payers of this country, this informational 
media guarantee program? 

Mr. ROONEY. One cannot exactly 
tell, I must say to the gentleman, but 
it is generally admitted by everybody 
that at least $10 million of the taxpayers' 
money has gone down the drain in sub
sidies. What they call the "impairment" 
of the fund amounts to $15,993,830 as of 
June 30, 1958. 

Mr. GROSS. $10 mill~on out of how 
much? 

Mr. ROONEY. ·If the gentleman 
wants an answer, I shall try to give an 
answer. 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I do want an an
swer. 

Mr. ROONEY. As the result of this 
program, these motion picture com
panies and book companies turn over the 
foreign currencies that they receive for 
sales in certain countries abroad to the 
U.S. Treasury and get nice fresh Ameri
ican dollars for them. The Treasury 
then holds the foreign currencies. Now, 
all of these currencies ha v.e not gone 
down the drain. There are still some 
millions of them in the U.S. Treasury 
which might at some conceivable future 
time be worth so much, or such and such 
a part of a dollar. But, at the present 
time, it is acknowledged that about $10 
million has been written off. 

Mr. GROSS. Out of how much of the 
total involved? 

Mr. ROONEY. The total authorized 
program was $28 million-and, incident
ally, this program was started without 
any action on the part of the Committee 
on Appropriations in this body or in the 
other body. This was done through a 
public debt transaction in order to get 
around the appropriations committees. 
The fund has borrowed $20,191,000 
through February 28, 1959. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has expired. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 2 ad
ditional minutes. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from 

New York did not get very good answers, 
although he tried hard 1n the hearings, 
to find out who produced the films en
titled "FWldamentals or-Tennis" ·and 
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"Fundamentals of Square Dancing"; is 
that right? 

Mr. ROONEY. The gentleman from 
New York got answers sufficiently good 
enough to cause the committee to be in 
unanimous agreement on the amount of 
$2.5 million rather than the amount of 
$16 million, which Mr. Johnston re
quested. 

Mr. GROSS. Again I want to compli
ment the gentleman for the economies 
he effected but I still insist that he did 
not get very much enlightenment as to 
who prodJ.Iced them. I just wonder if 
it is the same outfit, headed by Eric 
Johnston, that put over these two little 
dandies-the "Fundamentals of Square 
Dancing" and the "Fundamentals of 
Tennis" at a cost of several hundred or 
maybe a few thousand dollars. for foreign 
consumption. 

Mr. ROONEY. I think the gentleman 
is confused. · 

Mr. GROSS. No, I am not confused. 
Mr. ROONEY. The gentleman. may 

be confusing the films . which .are in
volved in the regular USIA film program 
and the sort 6f Hollywood. films which 
are subsidized with th~ taxpayers 
money in the informational media guar
antee program. 

Mr. GROSS. At any rate Eric John
ston is doing very well indeed, is he not, 
representing these film people? 

Mr. ROONEY. He looked very well 
the last time I saw him. Incidentally, 
he speaks very well of the gentleman 
from Iowa. ·· 

Mr. GROSS. Who-me? I am sur
prised to hear it. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to reserve a point of order to the 
language on page 30 appearing in lines 
2 and 3, and reading: "without regard to 
the provisions of law set forth in 44 
u.s.c. 322." . . 

The CHAIRMAN. The. Chair . would 
like to state to the gentleman from. Ohio 
that the point of order comes too late. 
We have already had debate on this 
particular section. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to use this 
time to inquire of . the distinguished 
chairman of the committee, . or anyone 
else who can advise, as to why the lan
guage on page 30, lines 2 and 3 "without 
regard to the provisions of law set forth 
in 44 U.S.C. 322," is in the bill. This par
ticular language exempts the U.S. In
formation ~gency from complying with 
the very necessary and important pro
vision of the law which provides that the 
price pa~d by the Federal Government for 
newspaper advertising shall not exceed 

. commercial rates chargec:i to private in
dividuals. . I wonder why the agency 
should desire to pay any more than the 
commercial rate to individuals on adver
tising in foreign newspapers. 

Mr. ROONEY. I would say to the dis
tinguished gentleman from Ohio that 
this law to which he made reference orig
inally applied to advertising in news
papers and so forth in the United States. 
When it came to buying advertising in 
foreign newspapers abroad it became 
imnossible to obtain the swo1n. affidavits 
required under the provisions of the law; 

they just could · not get them abroad. 
Some years back, therefore, this language 
was inserted in this appropriation bill so 
that the U.S. Information Agency could 
obtain advertising abroad. 

I may say, however, that a law has 
since been enacted which changes the sit
uation and makes this language super
fluous. To let it stand as it is right now, 
as i-t stands on page 30 of the present bill, 
will not do anybody the slightest bit of 
harm. A point of order against it is 
futile, for it just does not achieve any 
purpose; it would not save the taxpayer 
a dollar. 

Mr. V ANIK . . I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, a parli

amentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

will state it. 
Mr. GROSS. Has line 20 on page 31 

of the bill been read? 
The CHAIRMAN. The bill has been 

read down to line 7 on page 33. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment qffered by Mr. GRoss: On page 

31, line 20, strike out "$75,000." 

Mr. GROSS. · Mr. Chairman, I will not 
take much time. This is simply an 
amendment striking out $75,000 for 
another representation allowance. This 
is not explained in the bill. I do not 
know whether it is for Coca-Cola, Pepsi
Cola, .Jr 7 Up. I think it ought to be 
stricken in the interests of the taxpayers. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary·inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. ROONEY. Is there an amend
ment pending at the Clerk's desk? . 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. · 
Mr. ROONEY. May we not have the 

amendment reported? 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection 

the cierk will · again repott the Gross 
amendment. 

There·was no objection: 
The Clerk again reported the amend

ment. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I· will 

again explain·to the gentleman that this 
$75,000 is a representation allowance, 
and I :Say again I do not know whether 
this is fo·r Coca-Cola, Pepsi-Cola, or 7 
Up, or what do you call it-Squirt. 

Mr. ROONEY. Schweppes. 
Mr. GROSS. Schweppes. This is 

another . $75,000 for representation al
lowance. I am opposed to it. I hope the 
amendment is adopted. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on the 
pending' amendment close in 3 minutes, 
the committee to be recognized for the 
last 2. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
.The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 

from New York [Mr. RooNEY] is recog
nized. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, on yes
terday I was perhaps a bit too facetious 
when we had under consideration an 
amendment offered by the gentleman 

from Iowa to strike out an entertain
ment item of $1,000 for the exchange 
program. I told the Committee of the 
Whole that it was for Coca Cola. I hope 
that everybody realized that I was kid
ding a bit on yesterday and that the fund 
of $1,000 was for usual entertainment ex
penses. 
· This $75,000 to which the gentleman 

has directed his amendment is justified 
in the opinion of the committee. It is a 
reduction from the amount of $135,000 
requested in the budget estimate. As a 
matter of fact the amount $75,000 is 
$15,000 below the amount approved by 
the Congress for this purpose in the cur
rent year. I feel that the Information 
Agency with its problems of representa
tion all over the world is entitled to this 
$75,000. The committee has always done 
its best to keep these representation 
funds within proper and reasonable lim
its. The gentleman from Iowa will agree 
to that. The Comm1ttee of the Whole, 
I think, will agree that tpe . Appropria
tions Committee. has been reasonable in 
this instance. So, Mr. Chairman, I ask 
that the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Iowa be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN . . The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Iowa [Mr. GRoss]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

President's special international program 
For expenses .necessary to enable the Presi

dent to carry· out 'the provision of the· "In
ternational Cultural Exchange and :Trade 
Fair Participation · Act of 1956", -$6,145,500 : ·· 
Provided, ·That not to exceed a total of 
$25,000 may be exp~nded for representation. 

M1~. GRO$S. Mr. Chairman, I off~r 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GRoss: On 

page ·34, ·une 9, ·strike out "$25;000". · · 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
$25,000 apprpprlation for more· so-called . 
representation. I believe this is the last 
one in the bill. 

I have tried to do what I thought was 
my duty· in offering amendments to 
strike out all of these appropriations for · 
Coca-Cola, Pesi-Cola, and so forth. This 
is the · last one on this- subject that I 
shall offer. 
. Mr. Chairman, ! ·hope the amendment 

will be adopted. 
Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that all debate on 
the pending amendment and ·an amend
ments thereto close in 3 minutes:' 

The CHAIRMA~. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the pending amend
ment. 

Mr. · Chairman, this is a · program 
under which the Department of State 
send~ opera stars, symphony orchestras, 
jazz bands, acrobats, tennis players, and 
athletic teams and athletes abroad. 
This is the program under the Inter
national Cultural Exchange and Trade 
Participation Act of 1956: You will 
note that it includes the funds for trade 
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fairs, at which we are represented all 
over the world. 

The committee has seen fit to allow 
$25,000 under this program for the pur
pose of entertainment. If the tax
payers must spend a great deal of 
money to send an opera star to some 
foreign city, it seems unwise that we do 
not spend another paltry few dollars to 
see that she meets everybody in that 
city and makes a good impression upon 
them. This is called "the furthering of 
American interests" in that country. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROONEY. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I had not quite realized 
that this was entertainment for the 
entertainers. I am glad the gentleman 
gave us that information. 

Mr. ROONEY. I would like to call 
the gentleman's attention to the fact 
that the committee was asked for $49,-
800 for this purpose in this part of the 
bill as well as $12,000 in connection with 
the trade missions which were placed 
over in the Commerce Department ap
propriation bill under the original setup 
of the budget. As I have previously 
pointed out the trade missions are back 
in this bill so that the committee has 
actually cut the request from $61,800 to 
$25,000. 

I think the action of the committee 
was reasonable and entirely justified. 
We saved the taxpayers $36,800 but I do 
not believe it would be sensible to deny 
every nickel of funds for this purpose. 

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the 
pending amendment be voted down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Iowa [Mr. GRoss]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS 

Salaries and expenses 
For expenses necessary for the Commission 

on Civil Rights, $280,000~ 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WILLIAMS of 

Mississippi: On page 34, line 11, strike out 
all of line 11 through and including line 14. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, in 
view of the current political climate that 
prevails, I am not deluding myself into 
believing that this amendment will be 
adopted; however, I can assure you it is 
offered in good faith and it is most cer
tainly justified, as anyone who will turn 
to page 1184 and the ensuing 20 pages 
of the hearings will find. 

Dr. Hannah and Mr. Tiffany, repre
senting the Civil Rights Commission, 
testified before the committee, and in an 
attempt to justify their position for con
tinuing this Commission, did some of the 
fanciest broken-field running that I have 
ever read in a congressional hearing. 
Why, if you believe what they say, they 
have 73 people over there who have spent 
some $770,000 keeping figures on the 
number and type of complaints that 
have come into the Commission. 

Now, in the State by State breakdown 
that they have placed in the hearings, 

covering the latter part of 1957 and 1958 
and up to February 16, 1959, they show 
242 complaints from the 11 Deep South 
States. I am sure they were disap
pointed to find that they received twice 
as many from the rest of the country, 
496. However, in order to build the 
number of complaints up as high as pos
sible, they included crank letters; letters 
from prison inmates, letters from mental 
institutions, and a vague category called 
miscellaneous, and if you add those 
categories up, you will find that 202 of 
those complaints fall within those cate
gories. 

As of April 30th this year the Commis
sion states that it received 253 sworn 
voting complaints. Congress appropri
ated $777,000 for the fiscal year 1959, so 
at that rate the taxpayers are footing 
the bill at the rate of $3,000 per com
plaint. 

They state they have held four hear
ings: What these hearings may have 
accomplished is not at all clear. They 
held one in New York on housing, one in 
Atlanta on housing, on,e in Montgom
ery, Ala., on voting, and one in Nash
ville, Tenn., on education. Insofar as 
I can tell from reading the record of 
the hearings before this committee, 
this is the only thing this Commis
sion has done to justify its exist
.ence, except to keep a tally of the com
plaints that it has received. 

Mr. Chairman, in the interest of econ
-omy and in the interest of common 
sense, this Commission should be per
mitted to die as of the end of this fiscal 
year. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. It is supposed to wind 
up in September of this year, is it not? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I believe it is in 
November, if I am not mistaken. 

Mr. GROSS. I think it is Septem-
ber of this year. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Well, these appro
priations carry to November 8, I believe. 
Is that not correct, may I ask the chair
man? 

Mr. ROONEY. The basic law states 
that the report shall be submitted to the 
Congress and to the executive branch 
on September 9 and that the Commis
sion shall expire 60 days later, or on 
November 9. 

'Mr. GROSS. Then, they certainly do 
not need the amount contained in this 
.bill to wind up their affairs by Novem
ber, that is, effectively in November, and 
be completely disbanded in November. 

Mr. wn.,r;IAMS. I thank the gentle
man, and quite agree with him. 

Mr. GROSS. Is that not the conten
tention of the gentleman? 

Mr. Wn.LIAMS. Absolutely. And, I 
feel if you read the ·hearings, you will 
find that any further appropriation for 
this outfit is completely and wholly un
justified. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 5 minutes and that the 
5 minutes be allotted to the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, the 

Commission on Civil Rights · is a Com
mission composed of six members, all of 
whom were nominated by the President 
and confirmed by the other body. They 
are, indeed, six distinguished men, in
cluding two distinguished southerners. 
Their names and biographies appear be
ginning at page 1187 of the printed 
hearings. 

The Chairman, Dr. John A. Hannah, 
president of Michigan State University, 
appeared before the committee in be
half of the fellow members of his Com-_ 
mission. The vice chairman is Mr. Rob
ert G. Storey of Dallas, Tex. Another 
Commissioner is the Honorable John S. 
Battle, former Governor of Virginia. 
Another Commissioner is Hon. Doyle 
E. Carlton, former Governor of Florida. 
Another is Rev. Theodore M. Hesburgh, 
C.S.C., president of Notre Dame Uni
versity, and the sixth one is Mr. George 
M. Johnson, formerly Dean of Howard 
University Law School. 

Now, these are the distinguished men 
who comprise this Commission on Civil 
Rights, a Commission which you should 
understand is by no means a law en
forcement agency. This Commission has 
no enforcement powers other than the 
power of subpena and the authority to 
turn over the matter of failure to answer 
one of their subpenas to the Department 
of Justice. The Commission was formed 
only to investigate, study, collect infor
mation, find facts and make recommen
dations. It has no connection with the 
Department of Justice. It has been 
functioning just about a year and in 
that year the Commission has held some 
hearings. 

The primary purpose of this Commis
sion under the law is to submit a final 
and comprehensive report to the Presi
dent and the Congress not later than the 
9th of September next. This report, be;. 
cause of the ·limited time the Commis
sion has had, due to delays in the ap
pointment of the members of the Com
mission, will be confined to matters in 
connection with voting, housing and 
education. It is at this particular time, 
beginning this July 1 and up to Septem
ber 9 that the Commission needs its full 
and peak roster of 73 employees in order 
to carry out the functions which devolve 
upon it under the law. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no idea what 
is going to be in the Commission's re• 
port. The Commission did not indicate 
to the Committee on Appropriations 
what they would say in their report. 
They are presently working on it. Now, 
the taxpayer has invested in this Com
mission to date the amount $777,000. 
Having expended $777,000, to cut off the 
necessary funds for the Commission at 
this time, in the last few months in 
which they are to prepare and submit 
their report would be, to me, a great 
waste of the taxpayers' money. 

The committee has allowed practically 
every dollar asked for. In order to 
merely round out the amount, the com
mittee cut the request of $288,000 to 
$280,000. 
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It is plain good business judgment to 

go along with this recommended appro
priation of $280,000 so that we may have 
a report from this Commission, com
prised of such learned and distinguished 
men, on the No. 1 problem in America 
today. · · 

So, Mr. Chairman, I ask that the 
pending amendment of the gentleman 
from Mississippi be voted down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Mississippi [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, during the ses

sion of the Congress that I first served 
on the Committee on Appropriations it 
was my privilege to serve as a member 
of the committee chairmaned by the dis
tinguished gentleman from New York 
[Mr. RooNEY]. I want to take this time 
to express to the chairman of this com
mittee, my good friend, the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
RooNEY], the thanks of the people of 
my district for his diligent service in the 
Congress. During the time that I served 
on the committee I was able to observe 
how he questioned the people who ap
peared before our committee, how he 
made them justify the amounts they re
quested. His knowledge of the work of 
the agencies kept administrators on 
their toes and alerted them to the neces
sity of good administration. His task 
has always been a difficult and an intri
cate one. It has been interwoven with 
international problems and interwoven 
with a great many domestic misunder
standings at times. But the chairman, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
RooNEY], has always done an outstand
ing job. He has done that work sin
cerely. He has worked hard. Having 
served on his committee I know how 
hard the members of his committee 
work with him as chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to men
tion two instances particularly where 
I know the gentleman from New York 
saved the taxpayers not only a lot of 
embarrassment but money. I recall one 
time when I served on that committee 
when the people of the Information 
Service wanted to drop crystal sets to 
people behind the Iron Curtain. For 
what purpose we were never able to un
derstand. Due to the efforts of Mr. 
RooNEY, that foolish scheme never de
veloped. 

I was pleased to note that in this bill 
there was no item to settle the claims 
of persons of Japanese ancestry. The 
chairman and other members of his 
committee were very diligent in urging 
the Department of Justice to clear up 
what was a long-delayed and unsavory 
situation. They did that. They have 
done their work extremely well. Hear
ings over the years would disclose nu
merous incidents all bearing testimony 
to the common sense and sensible econ
omy of the gentleman from New York. 
· So, Mr. Chairman, at this time, I 

again want to express my personal ap
preciation and also express the same for 
the people of my district to the gentle
man from New York [Mr. RooNEY] for 
the very excellent work that he has done 

in bringing this bill to the :floor of the 
House as he has brought other bills to 
this House. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the distinguished gentleman from Min
nesota yield? 

Mr. MARSHALL. I yield. 
Mr. ROONEY. I wish to very sin· 

cerely thank my distinguished friend, 
the gentleman from Minnesota, for his 
most kind remarks. He was indeed a 
valuable member of this subcommittee 
during the years he served on it. It was 
a great loss when he found the oppor
tunity to change to another subcommit
tee which deals with a subject which is 
his No. 1 interest, agriculture. 

Mr. MARSHALL. I thank my friend, 
the gentleman from New York. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
TITLE VI-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEc. 601. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this act shall be used for pub
licity or propaganda purposes not hereto
fore authorized by the Congress. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GRoss: On page 

35, line 24, strike out the word "heretofore." 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, as this 
provision in the bill presently reads, it 
says: 

SEc. 601. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this act shall be used for publicity 
or propaganda purposes not heretofore 
authorized by the Congress. 

My amendment simply strikes out the 
word "heretofore." I believe it strength
ens the provision and I hope the chair
man will accept the amendment. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, speak
ing for myself, I have no objection to the 
proposed amendment. I do not know 
whether it achieves anything or not. I 
think not. But, I would like the gentle
man from Iowa to have some sort of a 
score in this game that we have been 
playing here today and yesterday. He 
is a most conscientious Member who 
studies every bill that comes here to the 
floor of the House, and I commend him 
for it. There is no objection on the 
part of the committee, I now find, and 
we will accept the amendment of the 
distinguished gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROONEY. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. I want to thank the 

gentleman for that one word "hereto
fore". 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to advise the gen
tleman or whatever the expression may 
be--

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman be good enough to use the 
microphone. We cannot hear the gen
tleman here. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Maybe 
it is not worth while hearing. 

Mr. ROONEY. The gentleman once 
in awhile says something that is worth 
while hearing. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Many 
thanks, Mr. Chairman, I wanted to ad
vise the gentleman from Iowa or suggest 

to him that while what the gentleman 
from New York said, and I know it was 
said in good humor, the folks back home 
evidently appreciate wh;tt you have been 
saying to bring about economy and ef
ficiency, and I hope you continue your 
efforts. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. GRoss]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I do this to inquire of 

the chairman of the subcommittee con
cerning section 601 with respect to the 
possibility that the funds appropriated 
on page 5 for emergencies in the diplo
matic and consular services may be used 
for the purpose of influencing legisla
tion. Yesterday, we had a similar situ
ation in connection with appropriations 
to the President. In private conversa
tion the gentleman from New York has 
indicated that the funds provided on 
page 5 of this bill may not be used for 
the purposes of influencing legislation 
or pressurizing the Congress. I would 
like to have that very clearly spelled out, 
otherwise I would feel constrained to 
offer an amendment similar to the one 
which was offered yesterday. Would 
the gentleman from New York indicate 
whether or not these funds are available 
for putting pressure on the Congress to 
enact legislation which the department 
wishes to have enacted. 

Mr. ROONEY. The gentleman is cor
rect in his statement with regard to our 
conversation. The fund to which he re
fers is not used and will not be used for 
the purpose of pressurizing Members of 
Congress or influencing legislation in 
one way ore another. 

Mr. HARDY. I call the attention of 
the gentleman to a specific situation 
which was developed by my subcommit
tee and which, in our opinion, was used 
for influencing legislation. I want to be 
sure that at least the legislative history 
is so spelled out that it will not happen 
in the future. I call the gentleman's 
attention particularly to the study which 
our subcommittee made on the use of 
these particular funds. 

Mr. ROONEY. Is the gentleman re
ferring to the Heller report? 

Mr. HARDY. No; I am not referring 
to the Heller report. That was another 
misuse of similar funds. I am referring 
to a contract with the National Infor
mation Research Service for the con
duct of public opinion polls which ex
tended over a 14-year period from 1944 
to 1957. The gentleman will probably 
recall that for those purposes, the De
partment of State expended almost. 
$553,000 in that period of time. It is 
true in the beginning that these polls 
were used primarily within the Depart
ment of State. But subsequently, and 
specifically in the year 1957, they were 
given by ICA to the press on a selec
tive basis so that they were in effect, 
in my judgment, used as propaganda 
to support mutual security legislation 
which was then pending. 

Does the gentleman recall that situa .. 
tion? 

Mr. ROONEY. I do. 



9132 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 1lfay 26 

Mr. HARDY. Would the gentleman 
explain, then, how we can legislate so 
this will not recur? 

Mr. ROONEY. The committee has 
had conversations with those in control 
of this fund in the State Department, 
and we have their assurance since this 
matter was first brought to light as well 
as the matter of the Heller report, that 
the fund would not be used for these 
purposes again. 

Mr. HARDY. The Heller report, I 
may say to the gentleman, in my opinion 
was not being used to influence legis
lation. 

Mr. ROONEY. No; but that should 
not have been paid for out of this fund 
either. 

Mr. HARDY. The gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. ROONEY. I feel, and I believe 
the members of my committee do also, 
that the situation has been rectified. 

Mr. HARDY. I take it the gentleman 
does believe that the use of this fund in 
the public opinion field and the publica
tion of this matter was in violation of 
the spirit of the act. 

Mr. ROONEY. I do not think that 
the fund should ever have been used for 
that purpose. 

Mr. HARDY. I thank the gentleman 
very much. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to extend my remarks at this point 
in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAn. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, it is a 

distressing thing to witness the passing 
from the national scene of a great and 
valuable public servant. John Foster 
Dulles, the late Secretary of State, was 
that type of official. Studious, capable, 
and dedicated, he won by diligent and 
painstaking service the plaudits of the 
free world. His service and counsel will 
be sorely needed as we meet the world 
problems in which his experience made 
him so well versed. 

The work of the Department of State 
must go on and go on it will in capable 
hands. By the same token, we in Con
gress must move ahead to provide the 
appropriation for the operation of the 
Department during the next fiscal year. 
Now, what is this Department of State 
and who are the people who carry on its 
work? How do they live and what actu
ally do they seek to accomplish? 

The Department of State is the official 
channel through which the American 
people conduct their relations with the 
other peoples and governments of the 
world. 

Under the direction of the President, 
and with the aid and advice of the Con
gress, the Department of State plans 
what courses of action to pursue-what 
our "foreign policy" is to be-in our deal
ings with other nations. The Depart
ment of State tries to carry out the for
eign policy decided upon by the President 
in such a way as to serve the best in-

terests of the American people both on 
a short-term and long-range basis. 

The Department of State is the oldest 
executive department of the U.S. Gov
ernment. It was established as the De
partment of Foreign Affairs by the law 
of July 27, 1789, enacted by the first Con
gress and signed by President George 
Washington. By legislation of Septem
ber 15, 1789, its name was changed to 
the Department of State, and its func
tions were augmented to include a vari
ety of domestic duties. 

Thomas Jefferson was our first Secre
tary of State. Since Jefferson's time the 
Department has been headed by many 
other illustrious men, including: John 
Quincy Adams, who played an important 
part in formulating the Monroe Doc
trine; James G. Blaine, the father of the 
Pan American conferences; and, more 
recently, Charles Evans Hughes, Henry 
L. Stimson, Cordell Hull and the late 
Secretary John Foster Dulles, all of whom 
exerted American leadership for inter
national peace and justice. 

The Department of State now has 
about 7,000 employees in the United 
States, 6,100 American employees serving 
overseas, and about 9,500 nationals of 
other countries who work at our posts 
abroad. It is one of the smallest of all 
Cabinet-level Federal Agencies-only the 
Department of Labor is smaller. It is 
also small in numbers overseas, repre
senting only 2. percent of U.S. employees 
abroad, 10 percent excluding the mili
tary-20 percent including ICA. 

The Department of State, however, is 
the headquarters of a vast reporting sys
tem which stretches from Washir.gton 
to the Iar corners of the earth. From 
283 posts abroad, members of the U.S. 
Foreign Service report to the State De
partment on the multitude of foreign de
velopments which have a bearing on the 
welfare and security of the American 
people. These trained observers provide 
the President and the Secretary of State 
with the raw materials from which for
eign policy is made and with the recom
mendations which shape it. From the 
Department in Washington to the over
sea posts go the instructions which-guide 
our Foreign Service in carrying out 
America's foreign policy. 

The Department of State negotiates 
treaties and other agreements with for
eign nations. Since 1945 the United 
States has entered into treaties of col
lective security and mutual defense with 
a total of 42 nations. 

It speaks for the United States at the 
United Nations and other international 
organizations. During 1957 the United 
States was represented at more than 370 
international conferences. 

Through our consulates general and 
consulates overseas the Department of 
State issues visas-passport endorse
ments required of aliens desiring to enter 
the United States-to foreigners who 
qualify under the terms of our laws. 
Last year approximately 1 million visas 
were issued or renewed. 

Passport agencies in Washington, Los 
Angeles, Boston, San Francisco, New 
Orleans, New York and Chicago issued or 
renewed some 676,898 passports in 1958 
for Americans wishing to travel abroad. 

At our oversea posts member::; of the 
U.S. Foreign Service serve their fellow 
Americans in many ways. They guard 
the rights of American shipping and sea
men, aid citizens in distress, record the 
births of children born to American 
parents abroad, issue or revalidate 
American passports, protect American 
property, and search for missing 
travelers. 

During the past fiscal year the Depart.:. 
ment's International Educational Ex
change Service provided grants and 
made arrangements for some 4772 for
eign students, teachers, lecturers, schol
ars, and leaders from 88 countries to 
come to the United States and for 1,764 
Americans to go abroad. The service 
also assisted several thousand individ
uals coming to the United States on pri
vately financed programs, as well as 
Americans going abroad under nongov
ernmental auspices. 

The D~partment of State deals with 
76 foreign embassies and 6 legations in 
this country. 

The Department of State each year 
answers some 200,000 requests from 
Americans for facts on specific issues and 
is host to some 7,000 visitors who request 
briefings on foreign policy. 

Department couriers, carrying infor
mation vital to U.S. interests, travel over 
8% million miles a year, a distance 
equivalent to 18 round trips to the moon. 

The Department's mail and pouch 
rooms handle each workday an average 
of 35,000 pieces of mail sent and re
ceived through postal and pouch chan
nels. 

The Department exchanges with its 
Foreign Service posts an average of 4,000 
messages each workday, 

The Department's Foreign Service In
stitute trains Foreign Service officers in 
32 different languages and the special 
skills of diplomacy. It is authorized, in 
addition, to train officers of other Gov
ernment agencies who will serve abroad. 

The Under Secretary for Economic Af
fairs is responsible for coordinating all 
mutual security programs, including mil
itary assistance, which is adminstered by 
the Department of Defense. 

The employees of the State Depart
ment and the Foreign Service come from 
every State in the Union, from big cities 
and small towns. They include messen
gers, clerks, stenographers, translators, 
librarians, editors, lawyers, economists. 
Many of them have had previous experi
ence in the business and industrial world, 
on the staffs of newspapers, or as 
teachers. 

Like any other Government agency or 
like any business concern, the State De
partment hires men and women who 
have special training, aptitude, or ex
perience in the field of work in which 
it is engaged. Most of the Department's 
positions involving foreign policy are 
staffed by career Foreign Service officers 
who are appointed by competitive exam
inations which test their general knowl
edge and their aptitude for conducting 
international relations. Many of these 
officers have had graduate training in 
subjects such as international finance or 
foreign languages and areas, or receive 
special training in the Department. 
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.In few other occupations does a man's portant to America's international rela- the qualities needed in the Foreign Serv-
job encompass his-entire life as it does in tions. ice can-be a serious handicap. 
tl;le Foreign Service. Foreign Service . In recognition of the fact that social One of the most difficult problems for 
personnel must serve wherever they are activities are an important aspect of a parents in the Foreign Service is that 
sent and perform any job the Service re- Foreign Service officer's job, the Service of giving their children a suitable edu
quires. They serve behind the Iron Cur- provides an allowance to the principal cation. In many areas there are no 
tain where they are cut off from normal officers at our diplomatic and consular grammar or secondary schools where 
contacts with the local inhabitants. posts to defray, in part, the cost of en- children can obtain an education com
They serve in Reykjavik, near the Arctic tertainment of an official nature. These parable to that which they would· receive 
Circle, and in Kuala Lumpur near the allowances are small and, with few ex- free in the United States. In such cases 
Equator. The Service has carried on ceptions, officers find that some of the parents must make a choice between edu
through earthquakes, revolutions, wars, money for official entertainment comes - eating their children themselves through 
and plagues. Its members have fled for out of their own pockets. a correspondence school system or send
their lives one step ahead of hostile over one-third of the posts in the For- ing them away from home to boarding 
forces. They have been interned by the eign Service are classified· as "hardship schools, often at considerable expense. 
enemy in time of war. An inconspicuous posts." The following factors are taken Regardless of the hardship of separation, 
honor roll in the State Department into account by the Service in making most parents feel it desirable that their 
Building in Washington is a silent re- such a classification: children receive part of their early edu
minder that a number of Foreign Service Isolation from other areas involving cation in the United States where they 
officers have lost their lives under tragic poor transportation and inadequate will associate·with children of their own 
and often violent ·circumstances. nationality. postal service. 

International crises and consular prob- :Lack of comfortable and sanitary The Foreign Service Act Amendments 
lems do not respect 9 to 5 office hours. · housing. of 1956 helped to alleviate the financial 
Members of the Service each year serve Lack of medical personnel and facili- burden of education. In areas where no 
many hundreds of hours of- uncompen- suitable schools are available parents 
sated overtime. But beyond the usual ties. now are given a special allowance to cov-
requ~remen.ts of _office duties, a member Lack of healthful foods, such as fresh er a portion ·of the cost of sending chil
o! the Foreign Service is on duty 24 hours vegetables and pasteurized milk. dren to the United States or to the near=-
each day. Whereve~· h~ goes, whatever Absence of modern sanitation, such as est suitable schools. 
he does, he retains his character as a sewage disposal, garbage collection, and A Foreign Service officer cannot re-
representative of the United States. control of rodents and insect pests. main at a particular level indefinitely. 
This is particularly true in areas of the Prevalence of communicable diseases. A maximum time limit for each grade of 
world where there are very few Ameri- Extreme heat, cold, and humidity or the Service is established by the Secre-
cans. If members of the foreign com- excessive rainfall. tary of State. If an officer fails to re- ' 
niunity are unfavorably impressed with The frequency of natural calamities, ceive a promotion within the established 
the conduct of Foreign Service personnel, such as earthquakes and typhoons. time limit he is "selected out" of the 
they are apt to form an unfavorable.im- The .danger of civil disturbances, revo- Service and must retire or resign. 
pression of all Americans and America's · lution, riots, or inadequate police protec- The Foreign Service is a competitive 
international relations will thereby suf- tion. organization. However, the requirement 
fer. For this reason Foreign Service per- No one post is deficient in all respects, that an officer be evaluated by a number 
sonnel are selected and evaluated on the and every post offers compensating fac- of different persons who are-in a position 
basis of their personal as well as their tors. Regardless of the conditions, mem- to· judge his capabilities insures that-the 
professional conduct, and even their pri- bers of the Foreign Service are expected circumstances of competition are made 
vate lives are in some measure under to have and do have the resourcefulness as fair as possible. · 
Foreign Service discipline. Wives and ) to make -the best of their situation. And The selection-out process' is intended 
children, just as much as the employees · every post,·however uncomfortable; offers to eliminate those of marginal ability 
the~_selves~ · ~re- repre~entatives of· the ; t~e oppor~unity : to know ·another peopl_e. - and to provide opportunitie~- for those 
Umted States and their conduct:may be _Dependmg_ on the .degree of -hardship. -officers whose -ratings ·by the· promotion: 
i~port~t Jn establishing- goodwill for · experienced. b-y. the pe1·sonnel at · ~ach- · panels indicate their ability to assume 
our country. . post, -both officers and staff. are given · positions of higher responsibility . . 

-Knowing -people· is an important part · e}ftra pay.· As an alternative at un- · 'This, ·in brief, tells something of the 
of the job of a diplomat or a consul, and healthful post-s the~ ar~ allowed to a~- · many-sided problems which are asso
social activities are a means by which cm~ulate extra service time toward their · ciated with service in the, American State 
he is able to perform his duties more ef- retir~men~. D~partment _and something of the re
fectively. These' after-hours or lunch- ~t IS evidet;tt that I?an~ of the har_d- sponsibilities borne by its personnel. It 
time soCial activitfes are often a matter ships of ~oreign Service life rest. heavi~Y no less than the ·military service is our 
of duty rather than of personal pref- ~n the Wives, who must keep their _fam_I- · front line of defense, and it, indeed, in -
erence. · · lies health~ and well fed and mamtam many instances, is the only front line we 

It is & Foreign Service officer's duty to a~. attracti_v~ home often under very h:,\.ve to 'defend day after day the inter
inform our Government about the poli- trymg conditiOns. Every 4 or 5 years all · ests of the people of the United States. 
cies, attitudes, and interests of other na- household goo_ds must be packed and Its people make mistakes, and so do we 
tions. He can do this effectively only if crated and shipp~d to another part of all. More importantly, most of them -
he is acquainted with the individuals in · the world .. ~he WIVes must learn to pre- spend a lifetime in dedicated service, 
authority. Informal relationships with pare appe_t~zmg and wholesome m~als out conscientiously striving to m ake this a 

of unfamiliar foods. In the tropics they better world and to make America a foreign government officials are an im- t t f · t 'ld . wage . cons all: .war are agams mi ew stronger land. 
portant method of gathering information and a host of mse. ct pests. In some areas 'Mr·. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
and of informing other governments of bl t t f 
the policies of the United States. By se~vants are avalla e 0 ._compensa e or that the Committee do now rise and re-

the absence of automatic washer~ and port the bill back to the House with sun
building up an .atmosphere of -trust and frozen foods, but _there frequently IS the . dry amendments, with the recommenda-
friendship, the officer simplifies the proc- problem of learnmg the local_langu~ge tion that the amendments be agreed to 
ess of negotiation. By being on friendly in_ order: to be able to commumcate with arid that the bill .as amended do pass. 
terms with local authorities, he is better servants. Th m tion was agreed to 
able to do his job of protecting the wei- Foreign Service wives receive no Pres- · e ~ . · . 
fare of Americans abroad. By knowing idential commission, but they are a very Accordmgly th~ Committee rose' az:d 
the members of the American commu- important part of the-Foreign service. A the Speaker ·havmg ~esumed the chair, 
ni_ty in a foreign country, he is better wife who is an efficient housekeeper, who Mr. THORNBERRY, Chairman of tl;le Com
able to represent their interests. His enters into local community activities, mittee of the Whole House on the State 
acquaintanceships ·with members of the and who is a gracious hoste'5s is a very of the Union, report ed that th~t Com
diplomatic corps of otper nations are im- real asset to an officer. A wife without mittee, having had under ·cons:d~raticn 



9134 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE May 26 

the bill (H.R. 7343) making appropria
tions for the Departments of State and 
Justice, the Judiciary, and related agen
cies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1960, and for other purposes, had direct
ed him to report the bill back to the 
House with sundry amendments, with 
the recommendation that the amend
ments be agreed to and that the bill as 
amended do pass. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the bill and all 
amendments thereto to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 
. The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote de

manded on any amendment? 
Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 

separate vote on the Gray amendment. 
The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote 

demanded on any other amendment? 
If not the Chair will put them en grosse. 

The other amendments were agreed 
to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the amendment on which a separate vote 
is demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 19, . line 20, immediately preceding 

"For" insert the following: "For construction 
of a maximum security institution on a site 
to be selected by the Attorney General, 
$2,000,000." 

. The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The question was taken and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. ·BOW·. Mr. Speaker, I ask. for a 
division.· 

·The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman go
ing to ask for a rollcall? 

Mr.· BOW . . I am going to ask for a 
l'Ollcall. 

The SPEAKER. The rollcall will have 
to go over Ul1til tomorrow under the 
agreement h~retofore entered into. 

FRANCIS E. WALTER: FAITHFUL 
SERVANT 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
· Speaker, I ask ·unanimous . consent to 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. . . 

. The SPEAKER. Is _there obj~ction 
. to th~ request of the gentleman from 

Michigan? . 
Tnere was no objection. · 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, I just learned that another 
birthday has caught up with our col
league from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER]. 

It called to mind the record of his 
able, faithful, patriotic service in the 
pongress. .. . 

During the years it has been my privi
lege to serve, there has never been a 
time nor an occasion when a question 
was ever _raised as to either his ability 
or his wholehearted, devoted effort to 
serve the best interest~ of our ~ountry. 

As chairman of the Committee on Un
Ameri~an Activities, our colleague has 
fearlessly exposed those engaged ill sub
versive activities. 

As a member of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, he has made an exception
ally outstanding record in his criticism 
of every tendency by either the courts, 
tile Executive, or the Congress to depart· 
from the principles of the Constitution. 

He has always been sympathetic to
ward the good people of otl1.er countries 
who sought asylum with us. On the 
question of protecting this country from 
harm growing out of the indiscriminate 
acceptance of basically undesirable im
migrants, he has never been found at 
fault. He has never been found absent 
from his post of guard when criminal 
or subversive elements sought entry here. 

As a champion advocate of the wel
fare of all of our people, he has never 
failed us. It is doubtful if any Member 
of the House in the last 24 years has 
been so shamefully attacked and abused. 
But never has he shown the slightest 
indication of failing to meet in full 
measure the opportunity, the responsi
bility, given him by his constituents. 

The people of his district and of the 
country owe him recognition of and ap
preciation for the exceptionally fine 
service he has rendered and I am sure 
his colleagues all join in the hope that 
the Congress will long be advised by him 
on the problems, in the solving of which 
he is an acknowledged expert. 

EXTENSION OF RENEGOTIATION 
ACT OF 1951 

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules I 
call up a privileged resolution <H. Res. 
274) and ask for its immediate consid
eration. 

'The Clerk · read the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of th,e. Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 7086) to extend the Renegotiation 
Act of 1951, and for other purposes. After 
general debate, which shall be confined to 
the bill, and shall continue not to exceed 
four hours, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking mi
nority member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, the bill shall be read for amend
ment under the five-minute rule. At the 

. conclusion of the consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House ·with such 
amendments as may have been adopted, and 
the previous question shall be -considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. 

Mr. THORNBERRY.· ~r. Speaker, 
House Resolution 274 makes in order the 
consideration of H.R. 7086, which would 
extend the Renegotiation Act of 1951, 
and for other purposes. The resolution 
provides for· an open rule with 4 hours 
of general debate. · ' · 

The Renegotiation Act of 1951 is 
scheduled to expire as of June 30, 1959, 
and this legislation would extend the au
thority contained therein 'for 4 years to 
June 30, 1963. The Department of De
fense has recommended that the act be 
extended for 2 years and 3 'months; how
ever, both the Department of Defense 
and the Renegotiation Board approve 
the provisions contained in this bill. 
The Defense Department, in recommend
ing the extension of the act, has stated 
that present pricing policies and con
tracting techniques of the procurement 
agencies are not adequate to protect 

against excessive profits in all cases-
especially those cases where the Gov
ernment must procure specialized items 
of unprecedented nature--as in the air
craft, missile, and space fields--with re
spect to which past production and cost 
experience is inadequate to permit the 
accurate forecasting of costs. In this 
connection, the Defense Department has 
pointed out that defense expenditures 
under current world conditions are now, 
and for the foreseeable future will con
tinue, at unprecedented levels for peace
time conditions. For the fiscal year 
1960, for example, departmental expend
itures alone will approximate $41 bil
lion, with approximately one-half of that 
amount representing expenditures for 
goods and services which would be sub
ject to the provisions of the Renegotia
tion Act. 

Section 103 <e) of the present law pro
vides that, in determining excessive 
profits, favorable recognition must be 
given to the efficiency of the contractor 
or the subcontractor, with particular 
regard to attainment of quantity and 
quality production, reduction of costs 
and other matters. The objective of the 
Government in using the incentive-type 
contract is to promote cost reductions. 
Section 2 (a) of the committee bill ac
cordingly amends section 103 (e) of the 
act to require that in giving favorable 
recognition to the efficiency of the con
tractor or subcontractor, particularly, re
gard be accorded not only to the matters 
now set forth in the section,· but also to 
"contractual pricing provisions and the 
objectives sought to be achieved there
by." Section 2(a) further amends sec
tion 103 (e) to require that particular 
regard be given under the efficiency fac
tor to economies effected through sub
contracting with small business concerns, 
which i~ designed to stimulate subcon
tracting to small business concerns. 

Section 103-<m> of the present law 
permits a 2-year carryforward of losses 
on renegotiable business. Under this 
provision, a contractor may carry for
ward .to any .fiscal . year ending on or 
after December 31, 1956, losses sustained 
ori renegotiable business during the 2 
prec~ding fiscal years. The Committee 
on Ways and ~eans has provided in sec
tion 3 of the. bill for a 5-year loss carry
forward ip. order to relieve hardships 
that may result from restricting con
tractors to a 2-year loss carryforward. 
The e{Iect of this provision in general is 
that losses incurred on renegotiable b.us1-
ness in any. fiscal year ending before 
December 31, 1956, may be carried for
walid 2 years as under existing law, and 
any losses sustained on such business for 
any fiscal year -~nding on or after De
cember 31, 1956, may be carried forward 
5 years. 

Under existing law, the Renegotiation 
Board is required, if the contractor so 
requests, to furnish the contractor 
a statement of its reasons and of the 
facts used by it as a basis for arriving 

· at a determination of excessive profits, 
but the Board is not required to furnish 
such a statement unless its determina
tion is made by order, and then only after 
the order has been entered. Under its 
regulations, however, the Board, in order 
to enable the contractor to decide 
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whether to enter into an agreement for 
refund of excessive profits, has made 
provision for furnishing a contractor 
such a statement prior to the making of 
an agreement or the issuance of an order. 
The committee believes the Board should 
be required to furnish such a statement 
prior to the making of an agreement or 
the entry of an order if the contractor 
so requests. Section 4 (a) of the bill so 
provides. Section 4(b) requires the 
Board, at or before the time it furnishes 
the statement of facts and reasons re
quired by section 105 (a), to make avail
able for inspection by the contractor ·or 
subcontractor, all reports and other 
written matter furnished to the Board 
by a Department named in the act, pro
vided such material relates to the re
negotiation proceeding in which the con
tractor or subcontractor is involved and 
the disclosure thereof is not forbidden 
by law. 

The committee, in order to make clear 
that proceedings before the Tax Court 
in renegotiation cases will be de novo and 
will not be treated as proceedings to re
view the determinations of the Rene
·gotiation Board, has provided in the sec
ond sentence of section 5 (a) that while 
the petitioner shall have the burden of 
going forward with the case, only evi
dence presented to the Tax Court shall 
be considered; and no presumption of 
correctness shall attach to a determina
tion of the Board. This provision is not 
intended to shift the burden of proof 
under existing law. 
· Under existing law the Tax Court is 
given ex'clusive jurisdiction to finally de
termine the amount of excessive profits 
and it is provided that such determina
tion of amount may not be reviewed or 
redetermined by any court or agency. 
Section 6 of ·the present bill permits re
view of Tax Court decisions in renegotia
tion cases by the Court of Appeals for 
the District of CQlumbia only, and in ad
dition . permits review by the Supreme 
Court upon certiorari. The limitation to 
a single ·court of appeals is designed to 
achieve uniformity of decisions under 
this law. This section would permit the 
reviewing court to affirm, or to reverse 
and remand, but not to modify, or to re
verse without remanding. 

I urge the adoption of this resolution. 
Mr. SPEAKER, I yield 30 minutes of 

my time to the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. BUDGE]. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Speaker, I yieid my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, while I personally have 
some serious reservations as to the period 
of time this extension covers as set forth 
in the bill, I know of no opposition to the 
adoption of this rule. Under the rule as 
granted by the Rules Committee there 
will be ample time for full and complete 
debate which will point up the reasons 
for a full and complete reexamination of 
the approach to the problem as at
tempted in this bill. 

It is a most serious problem and this is 
most important legislation which should 
be carefully scrutinized by the House. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill <H.R. 7086) to extend the Re
negotiation Act of 1951, and for other 
purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the ·union for the con
sideration of the bill <H.R. 7086) with 
Mr. HARRIS in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 30 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, H.R. 7086 which the 

Committee on Ways and Means brings to 
the House today deals with the renego
tiation of profits arising from defense 
contracts with specified departments and 
agencies of the Federal Government. Re
negotiation is the process that was es
tablished during World War II for look
ing at the financial experience of Gov
ernment contractors on the basis of their 
total operations for each year which 
would extend over a number of different 
Government contracts or subcontracts. 
The process is designed to recapture 
profits regarded as excessive. Renego
tiation involves qualitative review of the 
profit experience rather than the mere 
application of some mechanical limita
tion formula. 

In renegotiation, profits are examined 
in the light of the specified factors as 
applied to the contractor's operation. 
Under the process of the renegotiation 
good profits may be left with the con
tractor whose operation has demon
strated a high level of efficiency and a 
real contribution to the defense effort. 
If profits are large due to factors other 
than efficiency, as, for example, a sud
den drop in the raw material prices over 
which the contractor had no control or 
some other such item, then this part of 
the profit is within the concept of re
negotiation excessive and is the sort of 
a thing that should be recaptured and 
will be recaptured under this program. 

A striking bit of statistics on the re
negotiation process is that the over
whelming percentage of Government 
contractors are either exempt or have 
no more to do with renegotiation than 
to file a statement and on the basis of 
that filing the Board closes the case with 
a finding that there are clearly no ex
cessive profits. Of about 4,500 filings 
·a year only about 5 percent, slightly over 
200, involved any refunds under the re
negotiation process. Currently renego
tiation is returning to the Federal Gov
ernment about $100 million a year, after 
discounting the tax credit that must be 
allowed in connection with the refund. 
Of this $100 million of net recovery in 
the fiscal year 1958, about 60 percent 
arose from voluntary refunds and price 
reductions, about 40 percent from actual 
determinations by the Renegotiation 
Board of excessive profits. 

Renegotiation is necessarily a judg
ment process, although it involves judg-

ments which are ·based upon a careful 
accumulation of financial data with re
spect to a contractor or subcontractor 
and a careful accumulation of evidence 
from the various purchasing agencies 
that might bear upon his efficiency and 
overall performance. 

Early in my experience on the Com
mittee on Ways and Means I was as
signed to a subcommittee by one of our 
most distinguished chairmen, the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Doughtonl for purposes of trying to 
analyze this problem and develop stand
ards that could be written into this 
program that would give us sometping 
in the nature of a mechanical formula. 
After having labored for weeks we came 
to the final conclusion at that time, just 
as we have concluded each time we have 
extended this program, that there is no 
mechanical formula that you can de
velop that will assure you that you are 
leaving nothing but reasonable profits 
and not excessive profits. So, I say 
again that this entire process is pred
icated upon judgment and that judg
ment must be exercised largely by the 
Renegotiation Board. 

Now, we looked into this matter again 
this year. In ~pite of what is said in 
the minority views accompanying the 
report, I think that we have given this 
program perhaps its most exhaustive 
study since I have been a member of the 
committee and since its inception. We 
conducted 3 days of public hearings in 
which testimony was received from all 
persons requesting to be heard, then we 
were in executive session for a number 
of days. We went into what I consider 
every aspect of this program trying to 
determine whether or not it would be 
possible for the committee to recom
mend to the House improvements in· it. 
Also, we had a current investigation 
made by the staff of the Joint Commit
tee on Internal Revenue Taxation, 
bringing up to date a very complete 
study made by that staff in 1956. This 
group worked with Government agen
cies, with business groups, all of them 
interested in trying to make some im
provement. 

The thrust of a great deal of this 
investigation and of the many proposals 
made to the Committee on Ways and 
Means at these hearings was the at
tempt to find some way to introduce a 
specific formula in the evaluation of 
excessive profits, thereby to reduce the 
area of discretion that, of necessity, as 
I pointed out, must be presently exer
cised by the Renegotiation Board. I 
must admit that we failed in our effort 
to come up with any mechanical for
mula or develop any standards that 
would change or minimize the discretion 
that must be exercised in this program. 
We reviewed the suggestions made in the 
hearings, but we were unable in this 
extension that we are bringing to you 
to eliminate the discretion that has 
been exercised over the years. We must 
rely upon the exercise of good judg
ment. 

Now, one approach to the problem of 
renegotiation was set forth by our dis
tinguished colleague on the committee, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
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K!NGJ. In a. bill he introduced, Mr. KING 
suggested that we could develop a me
chanical formula and his bill contained 
a formula. The committee thoroughly 
reviewed the formula but turned the 
propositions down because we did not 
believe that we had su:mcient informa
tion or that they had been developed to 
the point that we could with reasonable 
assurance expect them to work in all 
cases to prevent the retention of exces
sive profits. The committee did adopt 
some of the provisions of Mr. KING's bill, 
particularly the circuit court review 
provision. 

Now let us look briefly at the provisions 
which are in the bill, H. R. 7086. The 
first and most important provision, of 
course, is that provision which extends 
the time of the operation of the act. 
The committee reported the bill with a 
4-year extension from June 30, 1959, 
through June 30, 1963. Heretofore we 
had either extended the program for a 6-
month period, for a period of 1 year, 
or for a period not to exceed 3 -years. 
The administration requested an exten
sion from June 30, 1959, through Sep
tember 30, 1961, or for 2 years and 3 
months. The committee found that 
there was sufficient justification to reach 
a conclusion that we would not be getting 
cut-price rates on missiles any time with
in the next 4 years, nor could we ex
pect any of these highly technical instru
ments for present day defense to become 
what we describe as standard commer
cial articles in anything less than 4 years. 

The committee felt that there was suf
ficient evidence to justify an extension 
of this program for such period of time 
as we could see into the future when 
such a program would be needed, and 
very frankly, I am pleased that the com
·mittee did see fit to extend it for 4 years. 

The other day when we were in the 
Rules committee the question came up 
about the relationship of this program 
and the program of the draft reported 
from the Committee on Armed Services 
·earlier this year. As you know, we ex
tended the Selective Service Act for 4 
-years. The very same factors that caused 
the House to reach a conclusion that the 
draft should be extended for 4 years, 
in my opinion, clearly justify an exten
sion of renegotiation for at least 4 
years. It is the same world situation 
that is causing us to draft young men 
into the service, that cause us to be in 
the market for missiles and other com
modities under our defense program, 
about which we do not know the price, 
·and for which, without some form of 
renegotiation such as we are proposing, 
we might be paying excessive prices. So 
I say there is a relationship, in my opin
ion, between these two programs, cer
tainly in the background, and certainly 
in the justification that I see to exist for 
both programs for a 4-year extension. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman. 
· Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
say to the Chairman that I serve on the 
Committee on Appropriations that han
dles the annual budget for the Renego
.tiation Board. Each year they come be
.fore the committee asking for about $2 Yz 

million or $3 million for their operating 
fund. I have just obtained from the 
clerk of the committee the figures on 
returns to the Treasury tfrom operations 
for the past few years. and I might 
supply them. 

In 1958 there were refund determina
tions in the amount of $112 million. In 
1957 there were refund determinations 
in the amount of $151 million; in 1956, 
$132 million; and in 1955, $167 million. 

That is a rather substantial return on 
the amount of outlay for this Agency. 
It serves a very useful purpose and 
brings money into the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. MILLS. There is no question, as 
has been clearly demonstrated by the re
ports of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, by the statements of the Chairman 
of the Committee on Armed Services and 
others, that renegotiation is an integral 
part of this over-all defense procure
ment program. It was so pointed out to 
the committee during the course of the 
hearings by the spokesman for the De
partment of Defense and the spokesman 
for the administration, the General 
Counsel of the Department of Defense. 

If we do not extend the program what 
happens? The provisions of the Vinson
Trammell Act which has been on the 
books for a number of years would again 
come into operation. The provisions of 
that prograrr.. specify a 10-percent profit 
limitation on contracts for naval vessels, 
and a 12-percent limitation on contracts 
for Army and Navy aircraft. Under 
present circumstances that program is 
not sufficient to assure us, in my opinion, 
in the light of the fact that in some in
dustries Government investment in 
equipment is very heavy, that we would 
recapture all of what would otherwise 
be excessive profits. I think the author 
of that program will readily admit that 
even though it would come into effect if 
this program should expire, that renego
tiation itself should be continued rather 
than to permit these mechanical formu
.Iae of the Vinson-Trammell Act to go 
into effect. And it today stands as very 
good evidence of what I was trying to 
point out earlier, that you cannot de
velop within the renegotiation process, 
these mechanical or mathematical form
ulae, such as was suggested during the 
course of the hearings, with any cer
tainty that you will get back what would 
otherwise be excessive profits. 

The bill contains a number of other 
provisions. But before mentioning them, 
I want to assure the members of the 
committee and of the House that there 
is not a provision contained in this bill 
that was not thoroughly considered, 
thoroughly developed within the Com
mittee on Ways and Means during these 
exhaustive executive sessions. Except 
for the 4-year extension there is not a 
provision in this bill that did not go into 
the bill by almost unanimous consent, 
if not by unanimous consent. There is 
not a provision in this bill that was not 
completely supported by the representa
tive of the Department of Defense in our 
executive sessions and by the adminis
tration; that was _not supported by the 
Chairman of the Renegotiation Board 
and by the General Counsel of the Re
negotiation Board. In-fact, ideas were 

discussed and language was developed 
as these ideas were discussed. They gen
erally were developed by people from the 
departments, working with us, not by our 
own staff but by others from the de
partments. They asked: Does this lan
guage carry out what you are endeavor
ing to say? In every instance, we finally 
agreed that was the way we and they 
wanted the language to read. 

Mr. Chairman, I am including as a part 
of my remarks at this point a letter from 
the General Counsel of the Department 
of Defense, Mr. Robert Dechert, and a 
letter from Mr. Thomas Coggeshall, 
Chairman of the Renegotiation Board. 
The Department of Defense endorses and 
supports H.R. 7086 and its provisions 
and recommends its enactment in its 
present form. 

The letter from the Chairman of the 
Renegotiation Board concludes as fol
lows: 

The Renegotiation Board, therefore, de
sires to express its unqualified approval of 
H.R. 7086. 

The. letters are as follow: 
GENERAL CouNsEL OF THE 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., May 19, 1959. 

Hon. WILBUR D. MILLS, 
Chairman, · House Ways and Means Com

mittee. 
DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: As the representative 

of the Department of Defense and spokesman 
for the administration in the hearings before 
your committee in connection with the exten
sion of the Renegotiation Act of 1951 recom
mended by the President in his budget mes
sage of January 1959, I write this letter to 
urge the passage of the blll extending the 
Renegotiation Act, in the form which resulted 
from the hearings before your committee 
(H.R. 7086, introduced by you on May 12, 
1959). 

H.R. 7086 is not the exact form of the ex
tension which we recommended, but in our 
judgment the additions and changes made as 
a result of the thorough consideration of this 
matter by your committee are entirely ac
ceptable and have, in fact, improved the 
proposal. ' 

This Department uses all available means 
in the ordinary contracting processes to as
sure economy in procurement. However, 
many of the items which have to be pro
cured under existing world conditions in
volve such unknown and unknowable factors 
as to make it impossible to establish in ad
vance the certainty and reasonableness of 
costs. The Congress has already established 
the proposition that the final review of the 
question of whether excessive profits have 
been made ought to be by a single agency, 
such as the Renegotiation Board. In the 
present state of the world, with the Depart
ment of Defense budget representing such a 
large portion of the national budget and with 
our procurement including so many varied 
items involving unknown elements of cost, 
it is our belief that for the present the opera
tions of Government require the contribution 
of the processes of the Renegotiation Board. 
Renegotiation is not a crutch to support im
proper procurement methods but is a means 
of protecting the Public Treasury in connec
tion with matters as to which no one is wise 
enough to know with certainty in advance. 

Because we feel that this whole subject 
ought, within a reasonable time, to be once 
more reviewed by the Congress we did not 
recommend making the act permanent. The 
proposed 4-year extension seems to us to rep
resent a reasonable period for continuation 
of the act at 'this time. 

The Department of Defense endorses and 
supports H.R. 7086 and all its provisions and 
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recommends its enactment in its present factors here, net worth and public and 
form. Sincerely yours, ;private capital employed, and both are 

RoBERT DECHERT, to be given distinct consideration. 
General counsel. The bill provides a 5-year carry-

THE RENEGOTIATION BOARD, 
Washington, D .C., May 19, 1959. 

Hon. WILBUR D. MILLS, 
Ch airman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR CHAIRMAN: I am authorized to 
advise you formally that the Renegotiation 
Board approves the provisions of H.R. 7086, 
as reported by the Committee on Ways and 
Means. · 

The Board believes with the Department 
of Defense that the extension of the Rene
gotiation Act of 1951, as provided in the bill, 
is in the public interest, and that the other 
provisions of the bill would aid and improve 
the renegotiation process. As you know, all 
these matters, and many others, were thor
oughly considered by the committee in its 
extended public hearings and executive ses
sions just concluded, and the Board is satis
fied that the bill, in its selection of· amend
ments drawn from this examination, is ·a 
construct! ve step forward. 

The Renegotiation Board therefore desires 
to express its unqualified approval of H.R. 
7086. 

Sincerely yours, 
THOMAS COGGESHALL, 

· Chairman. 

forward of losses on renegotiation busi
ness equivalent to the 5-year carry
over of losses allowed for tax purposes. 
It was pointed out to the committee that 
in defense contracting it is extremely 
unlikely that such a long carry-forward 
of losses would be needed to provide suf
ficient income to offset the experience of 
the bad year, but the committee felt 
that, if needed, this long period should 
be available. 

To improve the renegotion procedure, 
the bill ·requires that the Board should 
furnish to the contractor the statement 
of reasons and of facts used by it in ar
riving at the determination of excessive 
profits before the Board enters its final 
order if the contractor requests · the 
statement at that time. This procedure 
will, assist the contractor in deciding 
whether to enter into an agreement with 
respect to the determination of excessive 
profits or to insist upon a unilateral 
order from the Board. The bill also 
requires the Board at or before the time 
it furnishes this statement of facts and 
reasons to make available to the con
tractor all documents furnished to the 

The bill does make a number of lim- Board by the contracting departments 
ited amendments to the renegotiation which relates to the renegotiation pro
statute designed to improve the opera- ceeding so long as the disclosure is not 
tion of the process and in some cases to forbidden by law. 
bring the statute more closely into line Section 5 of the bill deals with the 're-
with current practice. view of renegotiation proceedings by the 

The bill amends the statement of Tax Court. It was intended in the re
statutory factors for determining exces- negotiation law that a Tax Court pro
sive profits. The first amendment -ceeding should be de novo. This is be
specifies that consideration is to be given cause the bas~c proceeding of the Re
to the contractual pricing provisions negotiation Board itself is not a formal 
and the objectives sought to be achieved adversary proceeding with a record. A 
thereby. This provision has specific strict review of the case then would re
reference to arrangements such as the quire a complete hearing which would 
so-called incentive contracts which un.- build up its own record. There were 
like cost plus contraets involve not only complaints brought to the committee 
opportunities for larger profits but also · that the Tax .Court hearings tend to have 
risks of lower profits or losses. The ex- ·a character of a review of the determina
pansion of the statutory factor will re- tion of the Renegotiation Board. The 
quire the Renegotiation Board to take bill makes it clear that this Tax Court 
this risk-incentive situation into ac- proceeding is to be completely de novo. 
count in judging the final profit. The Finally, the .bill provides for appeal to 
Renegotiation Board stated to the com- the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals for the 
mittee that this is done in current District of Columbia to review Tax Court 
practice. decisions in renegotiation cases. It is 

The bill also amends the statement of the intention of this review proceeding 
the net-worth factor. The committee to permit a review of questions of law 
received criticisms on both sides of this and, not a ne~ exercise pf judgment as 
issue arising from the wording of the net- to the excessiveness of profits in the 
worth factor under present law which is light of all of the facts. Specifically, 
net worth with particular regard to the the bill provides that the court of ap
amount and source of public and private ~eals shal~ ~ave the power to affirm or~ 
capital employed. As a logical matter, ~f the decision o~ the Tax Col;lrl is not 
net worth and capital employed are quite m ~<:cordance With law, to reverse the 
different things. Capital employed in- deCisiOn of the Tax Court and to remand 
eludes borrowed funds, for example, ~he case for ~uch fu:th~r action includ
which are not in net worth. With this m~ a r~hearm~ as JUStice may require. 
confusing statement in the law there It IS qUite specific that the court of ap
has been much criticism on the 0 r{e hand peals is not to have a complete review 
that the law. looks too much at the net- of the case and a new exercise of judg
worth factor without adequate consider- ~ent . . The _co':lrl ~f appeal~ will, how
ation of the amount of private capital ever, be able to reyiew questions of law. 
employed and on the other hand that Mr. Chairman, a question has been 
the Board does not look enough at the raised about certain other provisions in 
net-worth factor and gives too much con- the bill, a.s to whether or not the com
sideration to public and private capital. mittee may have been loosening the law 
The committee amendment is designed in some respects. Let me say this, Mr. 
to make clear that there are two distinct . Chairman, I have always taken the posi-

tion that no person should be left at the 
mercy of a Government agency and its 
decision, without some right of re
view and some right of appeal to the 
courts of this country · in the event they 
do not think they are obtaining justice 
~n that Government agency. In many 
mstances we do not provide for that 
I know, but when we had an exces~ 
profits tax, we provided for appeal. For 
some time past we provided for an ap
·peal from the decision of the Renegotia
tion Board to the Tax Court. We said 
we wanted the Tax Court to hear that 
case de novo, in other words, to start off 
anew as though there had been nothing 
before and to let the evidence be sub
mitted because there was no formal sub~ 
mission of evidence before the Board. 
T~ere is no formal record kept or any
thmg of that sort. Despite our inten
tion, it is contended by people who are 
very responsible in the practice of law, 
and who have been before the · Tax 
Courts in these cases, that actually the 
proceeding is more in the nature of a re
view than in the nature of a de novo 
proceeding. There is a lot of difference 
as my friend, the gentleman from Okla~ 
homa who is a very distinguished mem
ber of the bar knows, in this question of 
a review of something where there is no 
record kept and where there is no formal 
evidence presented or no evidence sub
~itted under any rules, and a hearing 
In a Tax Court de novo. We have tried 
in this bill to reestablish the original in
tent which the Congress had with re
spect to this hearing in the Tax Court 
being a de novo preceding, 

In addition to that, we have taken 
one fur~her st.ep that we took last year 
when we extended this bill for a period 
of 6 months a.s it passed the House. 
Under existing law, there is some ques
tion about the grounds for possible ap
peals from the Tax Court; however. I 
think it · is generally agreed that an 
appeal may be taken to the Circuit court 
of Appeals from the Tax Court on the 
grounds of constitutionality, and on the 
grounds of jurisdiction. Here we are 
doing what we did . last year when the 
House passed this program for 6 months 
without any controversy at that time. 
We are providing ·in the bill that the 
contractor may appeal a decision of the 
Tax Court to the Circuit Court of Ap
peals tn the District of · Columbia on a 
point of law, and that only. At the 
same time, however, we have very care
fully protected against the exercise of 
a third judgment on the facts in the 
Circuit Court of Appeals. ·We have said 
that the court may affirm a decision of 
the Tax Court, but if it does not think 
it should be affirmed on the law then 
it may be remanded to the Tax 'Court 
for further consideration within the 
provisions of the law to obtain justice. 
But, the Circuit Court of Appeals is 
expressly prohibited from making a 
third judgment on the facts: We want 
the judgment on the facts exercised 
either by the Renegotiation Board or in 
the Tax Court where the same judgment 
wa.s being exercised when we had an 
excess profits tax. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, by and large I 
agree with what the General Counsel 
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of the Defense Department said; I agree 
with what the committee has said; I 
agree with what the Chairman of the 
Renegotiation BQard said. Every part 
of this bill should have the unqualified 
support of the membership of this House, 
including the 4-year extension. I admit 

• that that is probably a troublesome area 
for some, but if you can give us any 
assurance, if you can give me any as
surance, that this program is not needed 
for the same period of time and for 
possibly the same reasons that other 
military programs that we have already 
enacted in this Congress are needed, then 
I would like to have those assurances, 
because I, too, would like to feel as 
though an extension for a shorter pe
riod of time were safe. I hope the 
committee will see fit to support the 
Ways and Means Committee in this bill 
and in all the amendments adopted to it. 

Many of the other amendments that 
have been adopted are merely the writ
ing into law of certain things already 
~overed in the regulations and present 
practices of the Board; and these things 
will not make any difference with re
spect to the exercise of judgment or 
interpretation, because they are already 
being considered under present regula
tions. 

There is one additional matter to 
which I draw your attention: some 
people have said that we have made a 
mistake in the change which we recom
mended to one of the statutory factors. 
The change referred to is on page 2 of 
the bill, lines 10 through 14. It would 
amend section 103(e) (2) of existing law 
which presently provides that a factor to 
be considered and to be weighed is: "The 
net worth, with particular regard to the 
amount and source of public and private 
capital employed." . The amendment 
·would simply distinguish and clarify the 
points involved. 

I leave it to the judgment of any rea
son_able person as to the significance of 
'a statement that we have erred. "Net 
worth" does not include all private cap
ital. "Net worth" certainly does not in
clude public capital. Those things have 
been interpreted all along as two sepa
rate points within a single factor. 

As a matter of fact, when this legisla
tion was initially passed in 1943 the law 
then contained the distinction which we 
are now reaffirming in the statute. That 
law read: 

Amount and source of public and private 
capital employed and net worth. 

What we are doing in this bill is trying 
to develop the· point that we want net 
worth, we want private capital, we want 
public capital, all of them distinctly 
considered, every one of them weighed. 

The Department of Defense fully con
curs with the committee's view on this 
matter. I include here a letter which I 
received from the honorable Robert 
Dechert, General Counsel, Department 
of Defense, on this very point: 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 

Washington, D.C., May 26, 1959. 
Hon. WILBUR D. MILLs, 
Chairman, House Ways ana Means Com

mittee. 
DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: It is my understand

ing that a question has · been raised as to 

the intent and effect of the amendment con
tained in section 2 (b) of H.R. 7086, a bill 
"To extend the Renegotiation Act of 1951, 
and for other purposes," which ·was reported 
favorably by your committee on May 14, 
1959. As stated in the report of the com
mittee, the Department of Defense and the 
Renegotiation Board approve the provisions 
contained in that bill. 

Section 2(b) of H.R. 7086 would amend 
paragraph (2) of the second sentence of 
section 103(e) of the Renegotiation Act to 
read as follows: 

"(2) The net worth, and the amount and 
source of public and private capital em
ployed." 

The existing language of that paragraph 
now reads: 

"(2) The net worth, with particular regard 
to the amount and source of public and 
private capital employed." 

It is to be noted that paragraph (2) would 
be amended by deleting the words "with 
particular regard to" and by substituting in 
place thereof the word "and." 

Section 103 (e) of the act, as you know, 
set s forth the factors to be considered by 
the Renegotiation Board in determining 
whether a contractor or subcontractor has 
realized excessive profits. One of these fac
tors is the so-called net worth factor con
tained in paragraph (2.) as quoted abo"ve. 
The intent of the proposed amendment is 
not to effect any substantive change in this 
factor but to clarify the existing statutory 
language. A determination of a contractor's 
net worth is actually something separate 
from a comparison of the amount of private 
capital employed and the amount of public 
or Government capital employed. 

The purpose of the proposed amendment is 
to make this distinction clear. However, 
there is no intention to deemphasize the 
importance of evaluating the amount of 
public and private capital employed in de
termining whether a contractor has realized 
excessive profits. As stated by the Renego
tiation Board in its regulations (section 
1460.11), a contractor who is not dependent 
upon Government or customer financing of 
any type is entitled to more favorable con

-sideration than a contractor who is largely 
dependent upon these sources of capital. 

In this connection, it is interesting to 
note that the Renegotiation Act of 1943, as 
amended, in setting forth statutory factors 
substantially similar to those now con
tained in section 103 (e) of the current act 
stated the factor now under consideration 
in substantially the same manner as pro
posed in the amendment (58 Stat. 79). In 
the 1943 act, the factor read: 

"(111) Amount and source of public and 
private capital employed and net worth." 

I have discussed this matter with the 
Chairman of the Renegotiation Board who 
concurs in the views expressed in this letter. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT DECHERT, 

General Counsel. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Did the 
gentleman's committee discuss the nego
tiated contracts, where profits are cer
tain, and the same persons then bid on 
other items and use the tremendous 
profits to bid lower than a fair price? 
Was that discussed in the committee? 

Mr. MILLS. The problem to which 
the gentleman from Colorado refers was 
studied during consideration of the 1956 
amendments. While the situation 
which the gentleman suggests is theo
retically possible, in practice we found 
that the timing requirements practically 
eliminated such devices being resorted 

to. Contractors do not have sufficient 
time to juggle profits in this manner 
during a single year to which renego
tiation refers. Actually, if that sort of 
juggling were attempted. the Renegotia
tion Board· has ample discretion. under 
the statute, to deal with the underlying 
facts. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Is it not 
true on the renegotiation settlement 
provided in this law and as amended, 
that you take the overall picture of the 
profit that is made by the company or 
the individual in arriving at whether or 
not he should be negotiated down? 

Mr. MILLS. That is right. 
· Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I reiter
ate. If you take the overall picture in 
one instance he is given a negotiated 
contract which gives a tremendous 
profit, then when he comes in in com
petition with small business, so to speak, 
and bids on an article, he can afford to 
take a loss because the two can then be 
evened out? 

Mr. MIT..LS. If I understand the gen
tleman, I believe the point I have al
ready made .is responsive to the gentle
man's question, but also the gentleman 
will be interested, I am sure, in language 
that we have written in the bill as a fur
ther factor to be considered, when we 
say: ''Manpower, contractual pricing 
provisions and theobjectives sought to 
be achieved thereby, and economies 
achieved by subcontracting with small 
business concerns: 

All of those things, in addition to the 
factors in existing law, must be taken 
into consideration. So in the situation 
which you described in all probability the 
Renegotiation Board can, under this act, 
make a differential between types of re
negotiable contracts and profits gained 
from different contracts, though.they are 
renegotiating with respect to the full 
year. _ 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I take it 
from the gentleman's answer it is possi
ble under .this law, and the intent of the 
committee is that if a contract is made 
where a tremendous profit results. that 
thereafter he bids a price below the 
price in the market and loses money, 
the Renegotiation Board has the right 
to consider each contract separately? 

Mr. MILLS. The law specifically pro
vides now that renegotiation has to be 
carried out on the basis of a year's busi
ness-it is the total of the business-but 
in determining what to do about that 
whole year's business, certainly the 
Board under this can give consideration 
to the different kinds of contracts which 
are being engaged in by the contractor 
with the Government. I would say it 
would be possible under this for the 
Board to say that we may take more from 
you under .YOUr renegotiation contract 
than we would otherwise take or to give 
you more under the negotiated contract. 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. . I yield to the gentle
woman from Michigan. 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I would like to in
quire with reference to section 2(a). 
Does that not mean that the Renegotia
tion Board will have to consider in re
negotiations incentive contracts? 
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Mr: MILLS. No. If the gentlewoman 

will look at the · language under the 
Ramseyer rule, this is an amendment to 
sectlon 19:t On page 14 of the report 
we say this: 

In determining excess profits favorable rec
ognition must be given to the efficiency of 
the contractor or subcontractor, with par
ticular regard to attainment of quantity and 
quality production, reduction costs, economy 
in the use of materials, facilities, and man
power. 

The representatives of the Renegotia
tion Board tell us, and did tell us during 
the course of the hearings, that this 
language itself requires them to look at 
whether or not there is incentive, 
whether or not the contract provides for 
gain in the event there is a reduction in 
cost. They tell us that what we have 
put in here does nothing more than carry 
out the existing practices of the Rene
gotiation Board. They have been look
ing to these incentive contracts, they 
have been allowing additional profits 
under the incentive contracts where re
duction in coot to the Government has 
been obtained as a result of efficiency. 
They told us that in committee. I am 
prone to believe that they know what 
they are doing and that their answer 
is correct. So I do not take this lan
guage to mean that we are doing any
thing more here than what they have 

· been doing in their practice all the time. 
And, very frankly, whenever the Gov
ernment can by an incentive contract, 
which is permitted by the Department 
of Defense, reduce the cost in the pro
curement of materiel for the Govern
ment by giving the contractor some in
centive to make a little more profit, I 
have no objection to that, and I am sure 
the gentlewoman from Michigan has no 
objection to it. The question is one of 
judgment, how much · of that will you 
allow. The Renegotiation Board may 
say, "If you save a dollar we are going to 
give you 20 cents out of it ·and take back 
80 cents of it." 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS; May I ask another 
question, Mr. Chairman? The saving is 
from the bid price? 

Mr. MILLS. The saving is from the 
negotiated price. 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. The saving is 
from the bid. 

Mr. MILLS. And the saving must re
sult from the efficiency of the contractor, 
not as a result of some price drop; not 
as a result of something that the Gov• 
ernment may h~ve. done or something 
over which the contractor has no con
trol. But, it must be something that 
the contractor has done that brings 

- about a reduction in the cost below what 
the Government thought it might do. 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. That is, if the 
contractor estimated that he was going 
to waste 10 percent of the steel that he 
purchased and then he wasted only 5 
percent, he gets a saving?, 

Mr. MILLS. Not 'what the contractor 
estimates but what the Department of 

·Defense agrees, the initial pricing, should 
be the price for whatever we are buy
ing. If, in the process of carrying out 
such a contract, the contractor can re
duce that price by his own effort, through 
his own ingenuity, then it is the policy 
of that contractor to get an advantage 

cv-· -577. 

of, say, · 20 cents out of the dollar saved 
and the Government to get 80. 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. So that we may 
not quibble over words, if the wastage 
on steel would be 10 percent and the 
contractor then wasted only 5 percent, 
he is permitted some part of this saving; 
is that right? 

Mr. MILLS. If the contractor's effi
ciency reduces the price, yes. 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. If it reduces the 
price? 

Mr. MILLS. If it reduces the price to 
the Government. And, I would like to 
ask my distinguished friend from Mich
igan if she knows of any other way. I 
certainly do not, and I do not think the 
committees of Congress charged with the 
procurement program of the Department 
of Defense can come up with any better 
way of bringing about a reduction in the 
cost of Government in this defense pro
gram than to try to provide the Ameri
can free enterprise system with an 
inducement to reduce costs, to bring 
down the cost to the Government. Let 
us work as best we can on our side but 
let us also give them an inducement; let 
us give them something to cause them 

·to work shoulder to shoulder with us, 
because all of us know that this pro
gram is very, very expensive at best, and 
without this as another arm, along with 
procurement, I dare say that it would 
cost grievously more. And, very frankly, 
we equivocate about words. The im
portant thing is to get on with an ex
tension of this program. We are under
taking to extend it for a longer period 
of time than it has ever been extended, 

·and nobody can show where there is any
thing in this bill that takes away from 
the Renegotiation Board its exercise of 
free judgment in the determination of 
whether or not this is reasonable or 
whether it is unreasonable. There is 
nothing here. Oh, you might say, ''Yes, 
you have provided for a 5-year carry
over on losses." Why should not a per· 
son who is dealing with the Federal Gov· 

-ernment who suffers a loss in one rene
gotiation year have that loss .considered 
in connection with the determination of 
whether or not he has an excessive profit 
5 years from then? We started out with 
1 year, we raised it to 2. We provide 
this same carryover of losses with re
spect to income tax. I think it is fair 
and equitable here. I commend the bill 
to each and every member of the com· 
mittee and wish support of the member· 
ship of the committee. 

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. I just 
want to express my sincere appreciation 

. to the gentleman for having referred to 
me a few minutes ago as an attorney and 
jurist. I certainly do not claim to be a 

.great lawyer or a former great jurist. 
But, I have had some experience in the 
trial of lawsuits, and I will say that there 
is certainly a world of difference between 
a trial just in review and a trial de novo. 
I listened very carefully to what the dis· 
tinguished gentleman has said, and he 
certainly is a most distinguished gentle
man,. the chairman of the great Com· 

mittee on Ways and Means, a man who 
has had many years of experience in the 
:field of taxation. I have studied this 
matter carefully and I have listened to 
the gentleman, and I do agree with the 
gentleman fully that there certainly is 
a great difference between a trial just in 

·review and a trial de novo. 
The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Arkansas has expired. 
Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself 17 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, I think the goal which 

we must seek in this land of ours with 
·respect to the great effort we are making 
in behalf of national security should be 
to do so within the framework of the 
traditions and concepts under which our 
country has in the past prospered and 

·grown great. And, perhaps the use of 
·the words "certainty under law" has been 
the little phrase which has meant most 
in letting the people of our countcy know 
what their responsibilities and their lia
bilities may be. Because I believe that 
this program we are now considering, 
namely the Renegotiation Act, tends to 
break down the element of certainty 
which is so important to American busi-

. ness as it undertakes to meet the crises 
confronting the freedom-loving people of 

·the world today; because I believe that 
the Renegotiation Board uses arbitrary 
power, with no practical limitations upon 

·its rights in the initial stages to deter .. 
mine whether or not a company owes 
moneys back to the Federal Treasury. 
I am opposed to the renegotiation proc· 
ess as we now know it from experience. 

H.R. '7086 proposes to make a 4-year 
extension of the renegotiation authority 
to June 30, 1963. This unprecedented 
term of extension is objectionable to me 
because it, in effect, means that for the 
duration of this 4-year period Congress 
will not actively review the administra· 
tion of the law by the Renegotiation 
Board. I will have more to say on this 

· subject later in the debate at which time 
I propose to offer an amendment to the 
bill providing a more reasonable 2-year 
and 3-month extension of the authority. 

I would commend my committee chair· 
man and my committee colleagues for the 
·able and diligent work they i>erformed 
during the work on this bill in executive 
session. We have, I believe, included in 

· H.R. 7086 many improvements and clari
fications with respect to the Renegotia
tion Act and its administration. Ex· 
amples of these improvements may be 
briefly stated as follows: 

First. Emphasis is given to the need 
for more adequate recognition of incen
tive features of contracting procedures 
and the recognition of economies 

-achieved by contractors and subcontrac· 
tors. We have given encouragement to 

~subcontracting to small business con
cerns. 

Second. Clarification is given to cer
·tain enumerated factors to be taken into 
account in determining "excessive prof· 
its'' with regard to the items of net 

-worth and the amounts of public and 
·private capital employed. 
· Third. The Renegotiation Board will 
be required to furnish a contractor in· 
formation with respect to the Board's 
evaluation of contractor efficiency and 
the other factors required to be tak_en 
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into account in determining excessive 
profits. 

Fourth. A 5-year carry forward of 
losses on renegotiable business is sub
stituted for the existing 2-year carry 
forward period. 

Fifth. Statutory provision is included 
in the bill to require the Board to fur
nish a contractor upon his request prior 
to the making of an agreement or the 
entry of an order of the "reasons and 
facts" used in arriving at a determina
tion of excessive profits. 

Sixth. The Board is required at or be
fore the time it furnishes the aforemen
tioned statement of facts and reasons 
to make available for :inspection by the 
contractor information furnished to the 
Board by an executive department 
named in the act to the extent ·such in
formation may relate to the renegotia
tion process in which the contractor is 
involved provided the disclosure thereof 
is not prohibited by law. Improvements 
have been made to assure the de novo 
character of proceedings before the Tax 
Court in renegotiation cases. 

Seventh. For the first time appellate 
review is provided in renegotiation cases · 
similar to the review available in tax 
cases decided by the Tax Court except 
that the Court of Appeals for the Dis
trict of Columbia has been designated as 
the reviewing court. This review will 
be in addition to the review that is avail
able under existing law with respect to 
jurisdictional or constitutional ques
tions. 

The foregoing enumeration highlights 
the principal changes that would be made 
by H.R. 7086. -

Mr. Chairman, these are significant 
improvements in the Renegotiation Act. 
However, they will be significant only 
if they are properly administered con
sistent with the intent of Congress. Dur
ing the hearings held by the Committee 
·On Ways and Means on this subject seri:
ous allegations were made that the con-
gressional intent in the past has been 
disregarded by the Renegotiation Board 
in administering the act. Accordingly, 
I think it important that .a more timely 
review of the law and its administration 
should occur than would be likely to oc
cur if the authority is extended for a 4-
year period. 

I am personally convinced -that the 
Renegotiation Board has in fact found 
••excessive profits" when none existed. I 
am convinced that the Renegotiation 
Board has not given proper recognition 
to contractor efficiency . and to the in
.centive element in defense contracts. 
These shortcomings in administration of 
the authority have had a serious impact 
on the e:trectiveness of our Nation~s de
fense e:trort. These shortcomings have 
discouraged efficient producers from be
ing willing to undertake defense busi
ness. They have impaired the availa
bility of private capital to defense in
dustries with the result that the Federal 
Government has had to provide the cap
ital necessary for industrial expansion. 

Testimony was presented to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means contending 
that the renegotiation process has ac
tually detracted from the capability of 
our industrial capacity to make its max
imum contribution to our national se-

curity. These are grave charges; ·charges 
that were not refuted; charges that ar
gue convincmgly against a protracted 
extension of the renegotiation authority. 

Renegotiation is a factor in defense 
procurement which tends to induce care
lessness; yes, gross carelessness in con
nection with those who are charged with 
the obligation of making the contracts 
under which the materiel for our mili
tary forces is made available. Rather 
than getting together and negotiating 
with skill, recognizing that the outcome 
of the negotiations will be final, we find 
the negotiators representing the com
panies and the Government, allegedly 
negotiating to reach a price which is, in 
fact, nothing but a broad guide. The 
contractor ultimately winds up remain
ing subject to the will and the whim
and that is what it is-of a Renegotiating 
Board with · discouraging and deterring 
an effect upon those who are risking 
their productiveness in order to build 
up the free enterprise system which in 
the final analysis is the best defense for 
the security of the United States. 

I repeat that this type of legislation 
breeds carelessness in the creation of 
contracts. I point to the fact that for 
years and years the excuse· made to the 
Congress each time the gentlemen from 
the Renegotiation Board come to our 
committee, is that, "Oh, well, we do not 
know what we are doing when the con
tracts are made; we are going into a new 
field; we are traveling an untrodden path 
to reach a firm price." To the extent we 

· carinot know in advance what a reason
able . price ·should be. I have no major 
compla~nt - with the renego~iation proc
ess. But I do object to the fact that as 
a result of that negotiation, when an 
agreement is made between a contractor 
and the Government and the company 
by its efficiencies makes the final product 
considerably cheaper, then the incentive 
'which is mentioned in the contract to 
persuade the Amet:ican company in a 
competitive manner to do a job better, 
is· taken away from that American con-
tractor. , 

Qh, it is ~aid tpat this Board, these 
men, will recognize that the individual 
has worked hard and has saved the 
Government some money. It is said they 
'will let him have some of that which he 
has saved to ·the benefit of the Nation, 
and at the same time they will guarantee 
him one-fifth of that which he saves. 
If you are prone to use a pencil and fig .. 
ure ·mathematically, it can be proved 
that by taking the careless approach and 
wasting money, by not utilizing the in
centive sections of the contract, the profit 
of the inefficient contractor may be 
greater than that which the contractor 
gets who endeavors earnestly, through 
the use of incentive payments, to save 
money. The reason for such an undesir
able result is that this Board, taking in
to consideration the many factors which 
it may consider and on which it arbi
trarily arrives at a conclusion, may de
cide that the man, who utilized the great 
e:trort in an incentive endeavor is not to 
share in the benefit of that e:trort on his 
part. And when he does not receive it, 
it is the American taxpayer who su:trers. 
That is why I do not approve the renego• 
tiation process in its present form. 

In view of the many . ameridment,s 
placed in the bill by the committee at 
the present time and in view of the un
satisfactory past administration of the 
law, 1 think it is unwise for us to ap
prove a 4-year extension of the renego
tiation authority. If we approve the 
4-year extension we will be permitting 
this Board to operate without any effec
tive review in any detail by any commit
tee of the Congress haVing this legisla
tion within its jurisdiction. How much 
better to do as we have done in the past, 
recognize that to the extent any form of 
renegotiation may be justified, it must 
be subjected to continuing review on the 
part of the Congress. Recognize that re
negotiation is an unusual activity within 
our Government and that it is some
thing which requires the wat"chful eye of 
a committee of the Congress at all times. 
I do not want to see the businesses of 
this country in the great area where re
negotiation is deemed necessary, namely, 
those areas where we are experimenting 
today in the field of electronics and the 
space agencies and the great aircraft in
dustries and missiles industries-as I 
say, I do not want to see the companies 
that are now engaged· in working in those 
areas to be forced into a situation where 
in order to obtain capital and to have the 
dollars necessary to buy the machines 
which they must use to make their final 
product, forced to come to ·the Govern
ment with their hand out as they must 
do today in order to get the expansion 
and working capital to provide for the 
defense of our ·country. I want them in 
a free competitive manner to look to the 
American people for private capital. · I 
think the American people instead of 
paying ·money out in taxes first so the . 
Government can lend or give the .money 
will invest their private capital in these 
vital industries. Then in the long run 
through the ex.ercise of the competitive 
influence in government and in our 
economy; our American taxpayers will 
prosper· because instead of having one 
company make a certain type of air
plane, we will have two or more endeav
oring to get into that area of business. 
Thus, ·the deadening hand of Govern
ment will not be dictating to manage
ment that which must be done if that 
industry is to get the contract. 

Mr. WESTLAND. Mr. Chairman, . 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield. 

Mr. WESTLAND. I appreciate very 
much the discussion that the gentle
man from Pennsylvania is giving on this 
subject. It is extremely interesting to 
the people of the State of Washington. · 
I would like to ask the gentleman one or 
two questions. First of all, I would like 
to ask the gentleman: What are exces
sive profits? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
That question has been asked many 
times by many people without any defi- . 
nition. There is no means of knowing. 
It is, in fact, an amount of money deter
mined by a board who, after a.ll, are in
dividual citizens who reach a conclusion 
that "X" number of dollars is excessive 
in a certain instance whereas in another 
instance it would not be excessive. 
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Mr. WESTLAND. So this determina

tion of what excess profits are is up to 
this Renegotiation Board; is that cor
rect? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. That 
is correct. Having reached a con~ 
elusion as to excessiveness, the levy or 
the assessment is made against the con
tractor. Now we are told the contrac
tor may go to the courts. The months 
or years incident to the determination 
as to whether or not the levy was proper 
is, of course, injurious to the company. 
First of all, may I suggest that the com
pany having decided to go to court, in 
my judgment, thereby gets a black eye 
insofar as the negotiators are con
cerned who may be considering giving 
a new contract to that company. If I 
were managing a company. of that type, 
before I went to court, I would think 
carefully as to whether it would be wise 
on my part to jeopardize my company 
or to antagonize the gentlemen of the 
review board or those in the procure
ment area of our government by daring 
to fight that agency and the levy they 
made against me as an assessment. 

Mr. WESTLAND .. If you and I, for 
example, were to enter into a contract, 
with you as purchaser and myself as 
vendor, I would assume that you had 
examined my product carefully and that 
you had done your best to obtain this 
product at the cheapest price possible, 
and when we finally entered into a con
tract and at the conclusion of that con
tract when I had delivered this contract 
to you, upon which I at least hoped to 
make a profit at the time of the sale, 
as a private individual would you be able 
to come back to me and say, "Now we 
are going to renegotiate this because in
stead of making 6 percent or 8 percent, 
you have made 10 percent or 12 percent 
and, therefore, you should kick it back"? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Of 
course not. I would expect you to keep 
what profit you make and if I lese 
money, then I would have to lose it. 

Mr. WESTLAND. That is my argu
ment. 

And, further, should we not assume 
that the purchasers and the procurement 
people of the Federal Government are 
equally as interested in obtaining these 
products at the lowest possible price 
from the vendor? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I do 
assume that. I would like to point out 
the case that was illustrated to the com
mittee with respect to the atomic sub
marine. I cannot go into the details 
here, but we were told in some detail 
that every contract involving every
thing used in the building of that experi
mental submarine was the result of com
petitive bidding. _ 

Mr. WESTLAND. We frequently hear 
in the Congress here criticism against 
the cost-plus type of contract. · 

Cannot this renegotiation area lead 
into just exactly the situation where 
the contractor would prefer to have a 
cost-plus type of contract rather than 
one subject to renegotiation where he 
is taken in and overhauled if he has 
made a profit? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Cer
tainly you and I know that no business
man will remain in business unless he 

can make a profit one way or another. 
If he cannot get it by negotiated con
tract he will endeavor to get it by a 
cost-plus contract. 

Mr. WESTLAND. One further ques
tion: Is it possible to write guidelines 
through the committee? · 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The 
committee tried earnestly and sincerely 
to write guidelines for the Board. I 
have to agree with the distinguished 
chairman, I think, that he stated ac
curately his opinion that it is impossible 
for us to set down in black and white 
detailed guidelines. There is a degree 
of discretion which is within the Board 
and must remain within the Board. 
And here I come back to where I started 
out: The very fact there is discretion 
in the Board, in my judgment, is the 
greatest argument for the Congress' re
taining its control over this legislation 
and certainly for not granting an ex
tension now for a longer period of time 
than we in the past ever extended this 
act. 

Mr. WESTLAND. May I just con
clude by saying that I hope this com
mittee will keep this under active con
sideration? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
hope so, too. 

Mr. WESTLAND. I, for one, am com
pletely dissatisfied with the way this 
thing operates at the present time. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
thank the gentleman and I will say to 
the gentleman that I propose to offer 
an amendment extending the act for 2 
years and 3 months instead of the 4 
years proposed in the bill. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. EVINS. The original renegotia
tion proposition started in 1942. Since 
that time the Renegotiation Board re
ports that several million dollars have 
been returned to the Treasury by con
tractors on a voluntary basis. If we did 
not have the law there certainly would 
be no voluntary returns to the Treasury. 

In addition to the voluntary refunds, 
of course, th·e Renegotiation Board 
brings other returns. 

My point is that if we did not have 
any law we would not even receive vol
untary returns on these enormous con
tracts. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. May 
I say to the gentleman that where the 
parties to the making of a contract are 
so completely ineffi.cient that they 
create a situation where they take in an 
excessive amount of money, in my judg
ment it indicates ·the grossest kind of 
negligence and carelessness in the prep
aration of the contract. In the first 
place, those who undertake to make a 
contract should be able to arrive at a 
fair and sound price. 

I think that what is happening in this 
area today is that the people charged 
with procurement are saying: "Well, we 
will discuss this matter, we will get to• 
gether on an amount. Whatever mis
takes we make will be corrected by this 
Board; we. will pass the buck to them." 

I do not like that kind of contract 
negotiation. 

Mr. EVINS. Whether you have effi
cient contracts or whether you have in
efficient contracts, if we did not have 
such a law on the statute books expe
rience shows that none of the excessive 
profits would be returned to the Treas
ury. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Chairman, I suggested a minute 
or so ago that the one amendment I shall 
offer will have to do with the period of 
time which this act is to be extended. 
I propos·e to present an amendment 
which would extend this act for 2 years 
and 3 months, which is the period of 
time asked for by the Administration 
when its request for this legislation was 
made. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 45 
minutes to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. VINSON], chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the distinguished gentleman 
from Arkansas, the chairman of the 
Ways and Means Committee, for being 
so generous in permitting me to address 
the Committee this afternoon for 40 
minutes. I am very grateful. 

It is with great reluctance, but never
theless with firm determination, that I 
rise to oppose every provision of H.R. 
7086, except the first section which ex
tends the Renegotiation Act for a period 
of 4 years. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to take this op
portunity to compliment the Committee 
on Ways and Means for being candid in 
its report concerning the purpose of the 
proposed amendments to the Renegotia
tion Act. 

If you will turn to page 1 of the report 
you will find that the Committee on Ways 
and Means states that the amendments 
which are proposed "will be of benefit 
to industry." 

So at the very outset, let us understand 
that, in the words of the Ways and Means 
Committee, we have here a bill for the 
benefit of industry. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I wonder if 
the gentleman will read the following 
sentence. 

Mr. VINSON. I will read it. 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Read the 

full sentence. 
Mr. VINSON. It says: 
For the benefit of industry and in the hope 

of better administration. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. May I 
quote it for the gentleman? 

Mr. VINSON. I will not yield any 
further. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Quote it 
right, please. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, this bill 
does not have a title. I suggest a title. 
The bill should be called "An act for the 
financial aid of some of the wealthiest 
defense contractors in the Nation." 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the subject of ex
cessive profits is one with which I have 
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great familiarity. · I have been strug .. 
gling with this problem since 1934, when 
the first law on the recoupment of ex
cessive profits went into effect-the so
called Vinson-Trammel Act. 

The Renegotiation Act of 1951 is an 
outgrowth of the Vinson-Trammel Act 
and other laws that have been in effect 
since 1934. 

The sole purpose of the Renegotiation 
Act is to give the Government the ma
chinery to recoup excessive profits made 
by defense contractors. 

Now, I want to emphasize at the outset 
that renegotiation of defense contracts 
always takes place after taxes have been 
assessed by the Federal, State, and local 
governments. In other words, all taxes 
have been paid before the negotiators sit 
down at the table to discuss what is a 
fair and reasonable profit. 

And when a contractor enters into a 
defense contract with the Government, 
there is a provision in the contract under 
which he agrees to submit to renegotia
tion . .. 

The Renegotiation Board consists of 
five members appointed by the President 
and confirmed by the Senate. In addi
tion to the Renegotiation Board, there 
are regional boards who first go into 
these matters. 

Now just what does the Renegotiation 
Act seek to accomplish? 

Well, its objective is to recoup, for the 
Government, excessive profits made by 
defense contractors. 

You can compare this law, with speed 
laws. Let us take a speed law which 
says that the speed limit is 60 miles per 
hour. That speed is considered to be the 
maximum speed under which a vehicle 
can be operated safely; any speed beyond 
that .is considered excessive. 

Well, that is what . the Renegotiation 
Act does with defense profits. The dif
ference is that in the renegotiation pro
cedure there are certain factors that 
have to be taken into consideration so 
that no firm percentage figure can be 
applied in advance. . 

But the net result is the same. The 
Renegotiation Board determines what is 
a fair and reasonable profit and its func
tion is . to recover for the Government, 
profits that are excessive and beyond, 
. that which is fair and reasonable. 

Now the Committee on Ways and 
Means has stated quite frankly that this 
is a bill which will be of benefit to in-
dustry. . 
. Well, Mr. Chairman, jl,lS·t who is going 

to get this benefit that the committee 
wants to give away. · 

Well, in the main, it is the large de
fense contractors in the Nation and par· 
ticularly the 12 largest airframe manu
facturers in the country, because these 
companies have the great bulk of defense 
contracts dollarwise. 

And, in addition, these .are the com
panies that are being renegotiated and 
today have their cases in the Tax Court. 

So the changes that are proposed :jn 
this bill are those that would be of bene
fit to these poor, struggling defense con-
tractors. 

Now ·let ·us see- just how poor these 
companies are. 'Let us just see how 
much· help they rieed from the Govern
ment. Let us see what changes are re .. 

quired in the law so that they can make 
even bigger and better profits. 

Let us look at one of the largest de
fense contractors in the country: the 
Boeing Airplane Co. Boeing's profit 
after all taxes in 1958, was $29,360,000. 
In making that profit they used $145 
miHion of their own money; and $245 
million of Government facilities. 

Just to give you an illustration of how 
badly off they are under the present Re
negotiation Act, let me tell you this: in 
1952 Boeing had a private capital in
vestment of $34,570,000, and a gross 
Government investment in plants and 
facilities of $84 million. 

Mr. WESTLAND. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentle
man from Washington. 

Mr. WESTLAND. The gentleman 
stated that Boeing Aircraft made a 
profit of $29 million this past year. I 
would like to ask the gentleman on the 
basis of what gross sales that was. 

Mr. VINSON. I have all that worked 
out, and I will put it in. 

Mr. WESTLAND. You have it worked 
out? 

Mr. VINSON. Yes. 
Mr. WESTLAND. The gentleman 

mentioned a figure of $390 million. I 
wonder if the $29· million was made on 
gross sales of $390 million. I mean, if 
you make 10 percent on your money, 
which is a reasonable profit, $29 million 
would be less than that. Does the gen
tleman think 10 percent gross profit on 
sales is excessive? 

Mr. VINSON. When Boeing had $245 
million of Government facilities and had 
$145 million of its own, it made $29,330,-
000 profit after taxes in 1958. Now, if 
.you want to show how much the per
centage of profit was on its own capital 
'investment, it is easy to calculate. But, 
I am lumping the two figures together 
to show you that even under those cir
·cumstances they made $29 million. 

But from 1952 to 1958 Boeing was 
'able to increase its capital investment on 
the basis of profits made almost entirely 
from Government contracts from $34 
million to $145 million. 

Does that sound like they are starving 
to death and need a financial relief bill? 

Let us look at Douglas Aircraft Co . 
In 1957 they made a profit of $30,665,009 
after all taxes. This was based upon a 
private capital investment of $111 mil• 
lion and a gross Government investment 
of $205 million . 

In 1958 their profit dropped to a little 
under $17 million, but the private capital 
investment increased to $123 million and 
the Government investment increased to 
$215 million. 

Back in 1953 Douglas had a private 
·capital investment of $52 million, and a 
Government investment of $77 million. 
Douglas, therefore, has been able to in· 
crease its capital investment by 70-some
odd millions of dollars since 1953. Does 
that sound like they are starving to 
death and need special legislation for 
their benefit? 

Let us look at Lockheed. In 1958 
Lockheed had a profit, after all taxes, of 
$18,556,000, the largest profit after taxes 
since 1954. In 1953 Lockheed had a pri
vate capital investment of $57 million 

and a Government investment of $84 
million. Today Lockheed has a private 
capital investment of $129 million and a 
Government investment of $130 million. 

Let us look at North American Avia
tion. In 1958 it had a profit, after all 
taxes, of $26,286,000, based on a private 
investment of $91 million and a Govern
ment investment of $152 million~ 

But in 1953 North American Aviation 
had a profit, after all taxes, of $12,-
773,(}00, based upon a private capital 
investment of only $29,754,000 and a 
Government investment of $87,900,000. 

Mr. Chairman, the hue and cry of the 
aircraft industry is that as a result of 
the renegotiation law they do not enjoy 
a net inco'me comparable to that of ~ther 
manufacturers and other corporations of 
this country. Therefore, I found it of 
great interest to read page 40 of the 
April issue of the ''First National City 
Bank Monthly Letter on Business and 
Economic Conditions." 

In this interesting letter there are 
listed the net income of leading corpo
rations for the years 1957 and 1958. 
This net income involves 3,574 compa
nies and is broken down by industrial 
groups. The aircraft and parts industry 
made up of 39 companies, showed a 14.5 
percent return on net assets in 1958, and 
a 20 percent return in 1957. The only 
industry that can match this 2-year 
high rate, and it is not a hard-goods 
manufacturer, are 27 drug and medical 
companies who exceeded the aircraft 
manufacturers' return in these 2 years. 

In other words, Mr. Chairm~n, the 
percent of return on net assets of the 
aircraft and parts industry·for the years 
1957 and '1958 was 'higher than all of 
the other industries in the United States, 
except the drug and medical industry, 
for these 2 successive years. 

Now, I am not going to burden the 
Members with additional figures but I 
just wanted to mention a few statistics 
to show you who will benefit from the 
amendments proposed to the Renegotia
tion Act. This is the industry who will 
benefit and even the committee report 
acknowledges the benefit. This is the 
same industry who have members now 
knocking at the doors of the Tax Court 
complaining that they have not made 
enough profit. And, Mr. Chairman, 
this bill will give them an even higher 
profit. . . 

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me tell you 
why the amendments proposed to the 
.present Renegotiation ·Act are unsotu;l.d 
and should be rejected by the member
ship of this House. Remember that 
every_ amendment, except section 1 
.which extends the act, will be of benefit 
to industry, as stated, by the Commit
tee on Ways and Means, and pal'ticu
larly the airframe industry of which I 
have just spoken. . 

Mr. Chairman, I would like the mem
bership, if_ they will, to turn to pa.ge 14 
of the report on H.R. 7086-House Re
port No. 364. 
· Now, I call the membership's atten
tion to the Ramseyer report and par
ticularly to section 103 of existing law 
and the proposed changes to that sec
.tion. 

The· bill before the House today would 
amend paragraph 2 o!· section 103(e). 
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You will find that it begins with the 
fourth sentence from the bottom of the 
page. You will note that existing law 
refers to: 

Th e net worth, with particular regard to 
t~e amount and source of public and private 
capltal employed. 

The change proposed by the commit
t8e would convert that sentence to read 
as follows: 

The net worth, and the amount and source 
of public and private capital employed. 

The committee report seeks to justify 
this change by saying that: 

Section 2 (b) of your committee's bill 
amends section 103(e) (2) merely to clarify 
the distinction between the concept of "net 
worth" on the one hand, and that of 
" amount and source of public and private 
capital employed" on the other hand. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us look again 
at page 14 of the report and take another 
look at the Ramseyer. 

Remember that the committee says: 
Let's clarify the words "net worth" and 

its relationship to public and private capital 
employed. 

But note that the committee does not 
seek to clarify the language that appears 
in existing law which is of benefit to 
the contractor. The committee does not 
seek to eliminate the words "with par
ticular regard to" where they appear 
in section 103 (e) with respect to the, 
first, attainment of quantity and quality 
production; second, reduction of' posts 
and economy iil the use of materials; 
third, facilities; and, fourth, manpower. 
In fact, to that they \\;'Ould add a new 
factor-"contractual pricing provisions 
and the objectives sought to be achieved 
thereby." 

Now this appearance of the words 
"with particular regard to" obviously is 
of benefit to the contractor. These 
words require the Board to give par
ticular regard to these factors which are 
in favor of the contractor with respect 
to the profits he makes on a Government 
c-ontract. 

But why did not the committee, to 
clarify the situation, suggest that ·the 
words "with particular regard to" be 
eliminated from this part of the law? 

And for that matter, why did not the 
committee ask that the words "with par- . 
ticular regard to," wnich appear in para
graph 1 of section 103 (e), be eliminated? 

The answer, I am afraid, can only-be 
that in these : two instances the words 
"with particular regard to" are of bene
fit to the contractor, but the words "with 
particular regard to" in paragraph 2, 
which the committee would eliminate, is 
the one portion of the factor consider
ation which the Board must take into 
consideration with respect to the Gov
ernment's investment in these facilities 
of over a billion dollars. And this is 
what the committee would ask us to de
emphasize. 

I am willing that, as in the present 
law, the Government and the contrac
tor approach the renegotiation table on 
equal terms, .but I am not willing to say 
that the Government must now in guise 
of clarification go to the renegotiation 
table saying that its capital investment 

must now be given less weight than for
merly. 

What possible justification could there 
be for making a change in existing law 
which requires the Board and invites a 
court to deemphasize the public's invest
ment in these facilities? Obviously, any 
change in the law which deemphasizes 
the public investment is intended to be 
of benefit to the private contractor. 

I might have a little sympathy with 
this proposed amendment if these words 
of emphasis were taken a way from the 
favorable recognition accorded to the 
contractor's five factors. But I can have 
nothing but doubt about a proposal to 
take it away from the Government's one 
factor. I don't think it is clarification 
at all. It is confusion of the worst order, 
because it is confusion in emphasis. It 
is the depreciation of one factor in favor 
of five other factors by means of which 
the total of excessive profits shall be 
determined. That is dangerous; and I 
think manifestly unfair to the taxpayers. 

Now, let us look at section 2(c) of the 
bill. A brandnew factor has been added 
to be of benefit to industry in its deal
ings with the Renegotiation Board. 

Now the committee proposes to add 
a new factor to be considered with par
ticular regard to the contractor's con
tractual pricing provisions and the ob
jectives sought to be achieved thereby. 
This plainly refers to incentive con
tracts. 

Incentive contracts are designed to 
return greater profits to the contractor. 
by their very nature; but when a con
tractor's total profits from all contracts 
exceed a fair and reasonable return, I 
do not believe either you or I would sanc
tion a special rule in their favor. 

My belief is this: A fair and reasonable 
return is all that any contractor ought 
to receive from all his defense contracts 
whatever the name of the contract or 
whatever tinusual contractual pricing 
provisions are in it. 

Now, I say this to you because when 
this same proposal was up before the 
Ways and Means Committee, the Comp
troller General took the unusual step of 
reversing himself in that regard. He 
was obviously alarmed at what could 
happen with windfalls in incentive con
tracts. He called them by their right 
name. And he warned Congress of the 
dangers of a special rule for special pric
ing provisions. 

I stand with the Comptroller on that. 
I am opposed to windfalls or any possi
bility of windfalls by special contract 
provisipns. No special contract provi
sion and no provision· of law should au
thorize excessive profits. 

Now, the Committee on Ways and 
Means, on page 3 and section 3, suggests 
that losses be carried forward 5 years 
instead of the present 2-year loss carry 
forward. Remember, there is at pres
ent a 5-year tax loss carry forward; but 
now the committee wants to give an 
additional benefit-we are going to ex
tend the loss carry forward in renegotia
tion for an additional 3-year period. 
And remember, renegotiation is after 
taxes. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, turn to page 5, 
line 11, of the bill. 

Under the regulations of the Renego
tiation Board, the Board advises the 
contractor in general terms of the con
sideration it has given to the six statu
tory factors by which excessive profits 
shall be determined. But this is done, 
Mr. Chairman, after the determination 
by the Board. The Board is not re-

. quired to, and does not specify the dol
lar amounts assigned to any one par
ticular factor; it should not; it cannot, 
if it follows the instructions of the law 
in arriving at a single judgment. 

Now, the committee, to be of ''benefit 
to industry," insists that this statement 
be given before the Board's determina
tion. The committee says, prior to the 
making of an agreement or the issuance 
of an order, before the Board opens its 
mouth as to the amount of excessive 
profits, it must give the contractor a 
statement of the reasons for what it 
proposes to do. 

Then what comes next? 
At or before the time such statement 

is given, before the Board opens its 
mouth, they must make available to 
the contractor all reports and other 
written data furnished by any of the 
departments who · have answered any 
questions of the ' Board. 

This would make the contractor a 
full member of the Board, allowing it to 
read the Board's own mail, open its 
books for inspection, and give a state
ment before making a decision. 

Now, if industry is. not being helped 
enough at this point, this poor strug
gling industry, let us look at section 5. 
The present law provides for an appeal 
by the contractor to the Tax Court whe! e 
he shall be accorded a trial de novo. 
The Tax Court may either enlarge, agree 
with, or diminish the sum found by the 
Renegotiation Board. 

Now, after having been required to 
furnish the contra~tor with all of the 
information which I have just enumer
ated, all the letters and documents that 
it has received and a statement of how 
the Board is to decide the case, before · 
deciding, then another committee 
amendment says that if tpe contractor 
is dissatisfied with whatever happens 
after that proceeding, he may go to the 
Tax Court; and the committee says "no 
presumption of correctness shall attach 
to the determination of the Board." 

Why the search and seizure of section 
4 if it has no use before the Tax Court? 

It is -just another step· downward for 
the Board, and for whose benefit? Be
cause the committee says in the next 
section that only evidence presented to 
the Tax Court shall be considered by the 
Tax Court. 

And, if that were not enough, after 
the files and proceedings of the Renego
tiation Board have been rifled, the -con
tractor goes before the Tax ·court de 
novo. He starts all over again with the 
specific instructions that anything that 
was done before cannot be considered. 

Well, for whose benefit are sections 
4 and 5 as they are written? 
· Now let me call your attention to an
other provision. The committee says 
it wants to bring proceedings of the trial 
de novo of a renegotiation case in har
mony with proceedings of the Tax Court. 
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Now, here is what the proceedings in the 
Tax Court are at the present time: 

A division of that court makes its de
termination independently. After t"hat 
determination has been rendered, under 
present law, all 16 judges of the Tax 
Court can participate and review the de
cision, if within 30 days any judge of that 
cpurt is dissatisfied with the proposed 
decision for any reason. 

Under the proposed procedure in the 
committee bill, the Tax Court division 
after having reached its decision would 
have that decision automatically re
viewed by three judges of the Tax Court 
after which the decision would then be
come the final decision of the Tax Court. 
A mandatory three-judge review of a 
Tax Court decision within the court is 
not applicable in any other matter in 
that Tax Court. 

Now you would think, Mr. Chairman, 
that that would be enough to satisfy even 
the most dedicated professional litigant. 
But, no, another step is to be added. 

The appeal procedure before the U.S. 
Court of Appeals is to be changed by the 
committee bill. The objective is bigger 
and better and longer appeals. 

Now one thing I must not overlook 
is that every one of these appeals from 
the Tax Court is interest-free for the 
contractor after 3 years. 

Now let us look at section 6 of the 
proposed legislation and see what that 
does for these poor, struggling defense 
industries who do not know where their 
next $100 million contract is coming 
from. 

The contractor has already had at this 
point two complete trials and a three
judge court review. But that is not 
enough "for the benefit of industry." 
Now this contractor is · to get another 
new trial with the same rights as those · 
possessed by a · contractor in ,a civil ac
tion in the district court of the United · 
States tried without a jury. 
· The rights of an appellant in a court 

of appeals whose case has been tried be
fore a district court without a jury are, · 
among other things, under rule 52 of the 
Rules of Federal Procedure, to require 
specific findings of fact and conclusions 
of law thereon spelled out to determine 
the application of facts to the law as 
announ0ed by the .lower court. 

In the case of a trial by jury, the only 
question which a court of appeals can 
consider is whether the jury was prop
erly instructed; and if properly in
structed, whether there was sufficient 
evidence to support the verdict. The 
appellate court may not inquire into 
what particular fact or group of facts 
impressed the jury and resulted in their 
decision--only that there was evidence 
and that it was properly before the jury. 

This bill does not prohibit the court 
of appeals from requiring a statement 
of the sum of money allowed for each 
factor considered. But that is the very 
thing which Congress has consistently 
forbidden. Even this bill forbids the 
Renegotiation Board to specify the dol
lar value accorded any factor, but noth
ing is said about the circuit court of 
appeals. 

I said that this would be a third re
negotiation. 

Let me tell you what that court of 
appeals says it can do on an appeal on 
findings of fact by a judge. In the case 
of Dollar against Land, decided in 1950 · 
in the District of Columbia with cer
tiorari denied-cited in 184 Fed. 2d 245-
beginning at 248, that court says the 
rule by which it is guided is this: 

Since jurisdictional review of the findings 
of a trial court do not have the statutory or 
constitut ional limitations * * * on find
ings * * * by a jury, this court may reverse 
findings of fact by a trial court where clearly 
erroneous. 

That means, says this appellate court, 
when the court "believes a mistake has 
been committed." 

Now, if that is not a new trial, I do not 
know what is. 

All you have to do is to get the court 
to invoke rule 52, get a financial state
ment, &.nd you have got a brandnew trial, 
depending upon how far the circuit court 
of appeals want3 to go. 

This is the obvious purpose of this sec
tion. This is another example of how 
this bill proposes to be of benefit to in
dustry. And if the contractor is not 
happy with the results in the circuit 
court of appeals, he can file for certiorari 
in the Supreme Court. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall not trespass 
further on the time of the membership 
of this House in a further explanation 
of the amendments proposed to this bill. 

But for those who are curious, I sug
gest that you notice, if · you have not 
already done so, the different effective 
dates contained in the bill. 

There is an effective date on page 6, 
line 7, with respect to section 4. 
. There is a different effective date on 

page 7, line 20, with respect to section 5. 
There is an entirely different effective 

date on. page 9 with respect to section 6. · 
· You can get a different result if you 

read·page 10. 
I will not attempt to explain the pur- · 

pose of those effective dates except to · 
express the opinion that they may well 
involve cases now pending in renegotia
tion appeals. 

I want to conclude what I have said 
today by telling you that since 1951 some 
4,400 cases were certified to the Renego
tiation Board. Of these cases 3,288 were 
renegotiated, resulting in a recovery to 
the Government of $723 million. 
. Since .1951 only 53 cases have been 

appealed to the Tax Court. 
There are $82 million in assessment 

by the Renegotiation Board on appeal in 
the Tax Court in 53 cases, involving 46 
contractors. But 7 of these 46 contrac
tors, in 13 cases, account for $72 million 
of the $82 million in dispute. These 
seven contractors are Boeing, Douglas, 
Lockheed, Martin, North American, 
Temco, and Grumman. These are the 
seven poor, struggling airframe manu
facturers who will ·benefit from the com-
mittee bill. · 

I think you will see now what is meant 
when the committee report says "this 
will benefit industry.'' 

_ Mr. Chairman, several years · ago, I 
stood in the well of this House and urged 
the Government to dispose of the syn
thetic rubber facilities because I advo
cated then, as I advocate now, and will 

always advocate, the free enterprise 
system. Nothing I have said here today 
detracts in one iota from my firm belief 
in the free enterprise system. I believe 
it is the soundest system devised for the 
operation of our society. But free 
enterprise based upon the competitive . 
system is one thing, and defense con
tracts negotiated with a handful of de
fense contractors involving unknown 
factors is a different proposition. 

I will not, I cannot, and will never
support any proposal that will increase 
defense costs to the taxpayer and exces
sive profits to a handful of defense com
panies. 

And, Mr. Chairman, that is what -~hese 
amendments will do if they are adopted. 
That is what the committee amendments 
will do if adopted, and that, Mr. Chair
man, I submit is frankly stated in the 
committee report on page 1 where it says 
"this bill will be of benefit to industry." -

I propose to offer an amendment to 
the bill which strikes out all after sec
tion 1 and merely reenacts the Renego
tiation Act of 1951 for a period of 4 years. 
I hope the amendment carries. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman would 
agree with me, would he not, that if this 
program is not extended, the provisions 
of the Vinson-Trammell Act would go 
into effect? 

Mr. VINSON. That is correct. 
Mr. MILLS. If the gentleman will 

permit me to ask him this question; does 
he think that the airframe industry 
would be better satisfied with the Vin
son-Trammell -Act providing for 12 per
cent, or with a continuation of this bill? · 

Mr. VINSON. No; the Vinson-Tram
men Act, as amended, providing 12 per- 
cent for the aircraft industry, is not .the 
p-roper approach. · 

Mr. MILLS. Would the gentleman · 
agree with me that under this bill the 
aircraft industry would make no such 
percentage on sales? 

Mr. VINSON. I think from the state
ments I have made here, the aircraft 
industry gets far more than that. 

Mr. MILLS. On sales? 
Mr. VINSON. I have shown that in 

their returns after taxes. 
· Mr. MILLS. The gentleman has not 

pointed out that after taxes and after 
renegotiation under this or any other 
program that the Committee on Ways 
and Means 'has ever brought to the 
House of Representatives, the airframe 
industry will get as much of a profit as 
it would get under restoration of the 
Vinson-Trammell Act. 

Mr. VINSON. I will say this to the 
distinguished gentleman and to each and 
every member of this distinguished and 
major committee in the Congress. If 
you pass. this bill, in the language pre
sented here today, whatever they are 
making today, they wili make far more. 

Mr. MILLS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I have listened to the gen
tleman, and he says maybe I am con· 
fused, and maybe I am; but I think my 
friend from Georgia will admit that as 
I said in the opening statement, in no 
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way does this bill change the exercise of 
judgment by the Board. 

Mr. VINSON. That is correct. 
Mr. MILLS. And the Board said in 

the letter to me that I read that it un
qualifiedly endorses this bill and every 
provision of it. Does the gentleman 
mean to say that the Renegotiation 
Board itself does not know what it is 
talking about? 

Mr. VINSON. The Renegotiation 
Board is like all other departments in 
the Government. · 

When the guideline is set by the ad
ministration, all of them say, "Me too." 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself 20 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who 
preceded me stated that he would not 
vote for any proposal that would increase 
defense costs. I would suggest to him 
that his program has increased defense 
costs, and if his ideas were to prevail, 
they would continue to increase. That is 
the sole issue. involved in this matter. 
What will bring about the most eco
nomical cost to the Government? With
in that area there is plenty of room for 
honest disagreement. But, there is no 
room for disagreement as to objectives. 
Certainly, this committee is interested 
in attaining those objectives. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I am glad 
to yield to my distinguished chairman. 

Mr. MILLS. The chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services both be
fore the Committee on Ways and Means 
and here today -made a great point of 
the amount of profits that have been de
rived by the airframe industry in the· 
past. Could that kind of profit have 
been derived in the first instance if the 
Department of Defense had utilized pur
chasing practices and procedures which 
were more appropriate? 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. The an
swer, of course, is obvious-they could 
not. 

Mr. MILLS. ·And those profits to 
which he referred were derived before 
renegotiation; is that not correct? 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. That is 
correct. The gentleman has stated it. 
That really is the issue because what we 
are talking about here is only one aspect 
of the military procurement and supply, 
a very important aspect. But that is 
what we are seeking to find out, What 
is wrong with our military procurement 
supply system? I do not believe anyone 
in this Chamber who has studied the 
matter believes it is anything other than 
extravagance and, in my judgment, 
there is something fundamentally in er
ror here. If we could only find what it 
is, I want to say to the gentleman from 
Georgia, for whom I have a great deal 
of respect anq particularly for his par
liamentary ability, who started out and 
keynoted his address and ended it with 
the same thing, and I think it pertains 
to his whole talk to which I listened 
very closely. He started out with a half 
quotation and ended with a half quota
tion, and even when I asked the gentle-_ 
man to yield. to read the full sentence 
instead of just half of it, he then mis
stated the second half of it. I want to 

read the full statement. He said, ''will 
be of benefit to the industry." .Here is 
the rest of it-"and also will contribute· 
to the administration of the act." 
That is exactly what we hope we have 
done in this proposal to the House. Not 
only doing something that will benefit 
industry, but certainly that will benefit 
the Federal Government as a whole and 
that will benefit our people as a whole. 
That is the purpose. This idea of read
ing half a statement instead of the full 
statement, I think typifies the quota
tions that are contained throughout the 
gentleman's presentation. For anyone 
who is interested, incidentally, in some 
of the figures involving the airframe 
industry, which I might state is not the 
only industry involved in renegotiation 
because probably our small businesses, 
thousands and thousands of them, are 
most adversely affected by the Renego
tiation Act. Certainly, there are many 
other big industries other than the air
frame industry that are adversely affect
ed. But, turn to page 219 of the public 
hearings of the committee and there you 
will get the percentage and the ratio of 
earnings to sales after renegotiation and 
after Federal income taxes. You will 
find that the highest return of the air
frame industry is 3.2 percent and, as a 
matter of fact, before taxes, the highest, 
incidentally, is 6.69 percent which is well 
below ·the 12 percent of the Vinson
Trammell act, and I might state, it is well 
below the percentage of American in
dustry as a whole. 

I would like to make one other point 
in referring to the statement made by 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services. I am rather amazed 
at his presentation inasmuch as he 
signed the report on aircraft production 
costs and profits, of a subcommittee for 
the special investigation on this subject, 
dated July 13, 1956. Those hearings 
were conducted on this very subject 
about which the gentleman has been 
talking. He signed the report himself 
on page 3128. In that report there are 
many statements that are in direct vari
ance with what the gentleman has said 
here on the floor. Incidentally, I will 
quote some of it which is quoted on page 
21 and page 22 of the committee report, 
in the supplemental views of the minor
ity. There is one in particular that I 
would like to read. This is from Chair
man VINSON's own subcommittee: 

The subcommittee concludes on the evi
dence that there has been no showing that 
on the average the profits allowed are ex
cessive. 

That is only one example of the con
clusions of this study which his own 
committee conducted into this subject 
matter. 

Now to get to the debate itself and the 
issues involved here which do have to do 
more with economics, I believe, than 
anything else, because we are talking 
here about our defense industry. If they 
are going to be strong, as they must be 
strong, if we are going to provide ade
quate defense for our country, we must 
not stunt their growth. They are grow
ing industries, and the amount of capi
tal needed in a growing industry is con
siderably more than that in a more stable 

part of the economy. I want to call 
attention to the similarity between this 
bill, the Renegotiation Act, which pro
fessedly is to eliminate excess profits 
and the Excess Profits Tax Act. Let me 
emphasize again we are all against ex
cess profits, let there be no mistake about 
that. There was no one who testified 
before our committee who started out 
other than to say they were opposed to 
excess profits. The issue is what is an 
excess profit? And in order to under
stand it we have to get into economics. 
What is the difference between this bill, 
I might ask, and the excess profits tax, 
which, thank goodness, we finally elimi
nated back in 1954. We never should 
have extended it the 6 months we did; 
and some of us on the Ways and Means 
Committee never did give up on that, 
although we got overridden. It was not 
a tax on excess profits at all; upon 
analysis it was found to be a tax on every 
growth industry in the United States, 
every new and .growing industry, and 
particularly the small businesses of the 
United States. If there ever was a tax 
that was levied on economic growth it 
was that misnamed excess profits tax. 
I suggest that the same misconception, 
the same mislabeling exists in this very 
bill here. Upon analysis if there is any
thing that this renegotiation bill is doing 
it is taxing and putting a penalty upon 
growth industries. Indeed, we could call 
it just that. Let us take a few growth 
industries, electronics, for example. 
They would not have the reserve of 
profits to fall back on in order to finance 
their growth. 

Or let us go into the sector of our 
economy that originally. had nothing to 
do with defense, the automotive indus
try, when it grew in the 1910's, the 
1920's, and the 1930's, and just consider. 
the amount of capital they had to put 
into those industries if they were going 
to grow in accordance with the economic· 
and the social needs of our society. 

That is the background in which we 
have to consider this particular situa
tion if we are going to make sense out 
of it. We are talking about economics, 
and it is not a question of how much 
the aircraft industry has grown in re
spect to the absolute; it is how much 
they have grown in respect to the need 
of our society for a well-financed and 
growing healthy airframe industry. In 
reference to the airframe industry I 
pointed this out in the hearings and I 
pointed it out in the executive sessions, 
and I want to emphasize it here. The 
Chairman of .the Armed Services Com
mittee apparently has listened to some 
of these arguments, because I notice he 
has changed his tune in regard to how 
much private capital and how much 
public capital goes into these airframe 
industries. His original plea was that 
because so much Government capital is 
in here, there should be less profits. I 
pointed out that under that theory we 
were going to end up with the Govern
ment still being in this field to a tre
mendous extent. 

Now, if we are really interested in 
broadening our tax base and healthy 
economic growth .we want to see Gov
ernment capital beginning to go out and 
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more private capital to go in. Risk is 
the reason industry won't expand thru 
private capital. The Defense Depart
ment itself said it-and the Defense De
partment, I might say, as one might sus
pect, is in accordance with the Chair
man's views on this thing; the Defense 
Department and the Chairman coincide 
in their point of view. The re~son capi
tal will not go into the airframe industry 
and some of these other new industries 
is because of the risk involved. Anyone 
who knows anything about the private 
enterprise system knows that where you 
have greater risk, if you are going to 
interest private capital you have to offer 
a corresponding profit. That is the only 
way we will go ahead. If we really want 
to get a strong defense industry we will 
have to provide the incentive so that it 
can grow not in relation to some set 
figure that some board or some group of 
individuals might say it should grow, 
but in accordance with the needs of our 
society and the needs of our defense. 

There is one very basic reason I am 
opposed to any 4-year extension. As a 
matter of fact, I do not believe there 
should be even a 2-year extension of 
this act. We extended it last year, I 
believe it was for 6 months, so that 
studies could be made into this impor
tant area to find out just what is causing 
this damage. We requested the execu
tive department to make those studies. 
I regret to say the Defense Department 
in its testimony in public hearings, par
ticularly under my interrogation, showed 
that it had made no studies at all. I 
should not say "No studies at all," it 
made no formal studies and, as a matter 
of fact, it was a most casual, informal 
approach. 

On page 43 I asked the General Coun
sel for the Department of Defense 
about this study and he says: "There 
was no chairman." He says, "I suppose 
I called the meetings." He says: "This 
was an informal review." It had no 
reports. 

I interrogated him about specific areas 
of study, about redetermination as a 
method of handling this problem, which 
means that the procuring officers them
selves would go over the contracts. He 
said in his answers, no studies had been 
made of that. 

I call the attention of the chairman 
of the committee to this statement. He 
made a statement I wanted to modify 
in his original presentation when he 
said: "A lot that we go on was on the 
basis of studies that were conducted by 
our staff of the Joint Committee on 
taxation." 

The correction I wanted to make was 
that our staff told us their studies were 
incomplete. 

Mr. MILLS. That is true. They had 
not made a complete study. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. That is 
correct. They wanted to go further in 
their studies and we wanted to have 
them go further in their studies, par
ticularly in light of the fact the execu
tive department has not done its job in 
coming before the committee and the 
congress so that we could make a real 
report on this thing. Even our own 
staff which we had go into this matter 

bas not completed its studies on the 
thing. In light of that, I certainly think 
it is ill-advised for the Congress to ex
tend the act for as long as 4 years. As 
a matter of fact, in my opinion, 2 years 
is too long. I think we ought to extend 
it for a year in order to get these studies 
in and find out just what the situation 
is. 

There is one basic point I want to get 
across because many people have a mis
conception of what the Renegotiation 
Act intends. I know the chairman of 
the Committee on Armed Services him
self will agree with this statement. The 
Renegotiation Act is not intended to 
catch fraud. This is not a question of 
anyone's being guilty of fraud. We 
have plenty of laws to take care of 
that aspect of the matter. I thought 
it was primarily to correct errors, but I 
had a little difficulty with the General 
Counsel of the Defense Department 
when I interrogated him on this. I 
would like to refer to that because it is 
pretty basic. 
· On page 46 he says: 

The point I am making, and I think it 
can be borne out fully by the Board, is that 
the great bulk of renegotiation refunds are 
not the result of errors, but are the result 
of changing facts during the performance 
of the con tract. And you cannot say that 
anybody erred about it. 

I had been saying it was to correct 
errors. I still think essentially we were 
quibbling over words, but it brings out 
a point. We are talking about those 
kinds of contracts in regard to new 
weapons, new ideas perhaps, about 
which neither the contracting officer nor 
the contractor himself knows enough in 
order to put the correct cost down. 

We certainly need some sort of ma
chinery and procedure to re-evaluate 
those costs after the fact. There is no 
dispute on that. But here is where I 
disagree with the renegotiation proce
dure. Inasmuch as we are talking about 
knowledge and lack of knowledge, I say 
that the men who are best in a position 
to re-evaluate costs and errors or mis
calculations, or whatever you have, are 
the people who have actually been ne
gotiating the contract in the beginning 
and have been following the contracts 
through on both sides. 

Mr. Chairman, I prefer to have a sys
tem, and I would suggest it, and this is 
what I have suggested, of a development 
of the redetermination process-that is 
a term that the military establishment 
uses to describe what they do do in re
looking at these contracts that involve 
new projects. Now, their redetermina
tion, as they call it, is somewhat limited, 
but it could be expanded actually to be 
the same process that goes on in renego
tiation; in other words, a complete re
view of each contract and a complete 
review, I might say, of all the contracts 
that a particular company has had with 
them in a particular year. As a matter of 
fact, there is some testimony to the effect 
that the Navy actually did that with one 
of the aircraft industries. This is the 
procedure that I suggest will actually 
bring about the best economies. Instead 
of that, what do we do? we set up 
a board of men who have no knowledge 

of these technicalities or the problems 
involved in these very technical aspects 
of production, and this independent 
board with no knowledge, as I say, at all 
of the details, attempts to look over the 
shoulder and determine what is and what 
is not an excess profit. I suggest that 
under those circumstances it is an im
possibility to expect any good result out 
of that. And, I would say that is the 
exact reason that here we are faced with 
a situation where we have had the Rene
gotiation Act for many years, and yet 
we do have some situations where there 
have been overcharges, and industry, in 
many instances of it s own volition, has 
sat down with the Army, the Navy, and 
the Air Force and gone over it. In other 
instances there are redeterminations, 
and I say further development of that 
would really produce some results. 

Just recently I have been reading in 
the newspapers about the Hebert sub
committee disclosures of what the Gen
eral Accounting Office has found out. 
How in light of this can we believe that 
this renegotiation procedw·e is doing an 
adequate job? It is very obvious that 
there is something the matter here, and 
the something that is the matter is the 
procedure itself. Let me point out first 
that the best way to keep prices down 
is through competition, that is, the pri
vate enterprise system. The only time 
we go to a second best system is when 
through some circumstance or another 
we cannot have competition. The only 
way that we will go to another system, 
or should, is when, due to circumstances, 
we cannot have competition. Probably 
the best example is with our private 
utilities, where we have a natural mo
nopoly, and therefore we set up a board 
which actually determines those costs. 
But, it is only a second-best system. 
This renegotiation system is only a 
second-best system, and as we tried to 
point out, those who wrote the supple
mental views, not only is it second best, 
it is a very poor second-best system. A 
much better second-best system could be 
established, one in which we would per
mit more competition, and thus invite 
into the bidding process of defense con
tracts many of the companies that today 
will not deal with the Federal Govern
ment. The Federal Government, 
through its heads-1-win-and-tails-you
lose philosophy, actually is producing a 
situation where many of our better com
panies will not even compete for Gov
ernment business. Now, anybody knows 
this, that when you let your bids and 
only the fly-by-night contractors bid on 
them, you are going to pay through the 
JlOSe in increased costs and poor quality. 
If we do not get good procurement prac
tices in our Defense Department, I sug
gest that this process that we are now 
seeing develop will continue. That is 
why I suggest to the chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services that far 
from doing what he thought he was 
doing, which was fighting against excess 
profits, if it continues with this sort of 
a system, he will foster a climate whereby 
this will come about. It is for these 
reasons I hope that when the amendment 
comes to reduce the time-I wish it were 
less than 2 years-the House will vote 
for that amendment so that these studies 
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which we requested be made by the Ex
ecutive Department be made, that the 
studies that we have embarked upon as 
your committee be made, and that the 
Hebert committee studies in the broad 
field of military supply be made, and 
perhaps some other studies that Mr. Mc
CoRMACK and myself and others are con
ducting into the area of procurement of 
common-use items by the Military Es
tablishments be made, and then with 
that information available, I think per
haps we can come forward with some 
suggestions of a good measure for mm:. 
tary procurement and supply that actu
ally will foster economic growth in the 
industries that we must depend upon for 
our defense and will bring about the 
best material to the Federal Govern
ment at the cheapest price. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ALGER]. 

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Chairman, I take 
this time in a sense, to round out the 
debate today, since I find myself oppos
ing this bill and in disagreement, not 
only with the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. VINSON], but with others of my 
colleagues whose opinions certainly Ire
spect. But let me say, as a newcomer on 
the committee, that I greatly appreciate 
the opportunity and the privilege to serve 
with the members of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. And I want now to 
thank the counsel and staff of that com
mittee for the help that they have given 
me, as well as to pay my respects to the 
Chairman for the gracious manner in 
which he permits questions to be asked 
in committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the 
present extension of the Renegotiation 
Act for reasons which I think are quite 
apparent. I shall endeavor to pass over 
the same arguments made earlier, as 
much as possible, and bring out three or 
four others. 

First of all, for those Members who 
might be approaching this as newcom
ers, you may wonder what are excessive 
profits by definition. May I read to you 
what excessive profits are. I am read
ing from page 3 of the Renegotiation 
Act of 1951, that we used in committee, 
Document No. 82286. 

Excessive profits: The term "excessive 
profits" means the portion of the profits de
rived from contracts with the Department 
and subcontracts which is determined in 
accordance with this title to be excessive. 

In other words, excessive profits are 
defined as excessive profits. Then it 
goes on and states that there are six 
criteria to determine excessive profits. 
These are shown on page 4, and are as 
follows: 

(1) Reasonableness of costs and profits, 
with particular regard to volume of pro
duction, normal earnings, and comparison 
of war and peacetime products; 

(2) The net worth, with particular regard 
to the amount and source of public and 
private capital employed; 

(3) Extent of risk assumed, including the 
rislt incident to reasonable pricing policies; 

(4> Nature and extent of contribution to 
the defense effort, including inventive and 
developmental contribution and cooperation 
with the Government and other con tractors 
in supplying technical assistance; 

( 5) Character of business, including source 
and nature of materials, compl.exity of man
ufacturing technique, character and extent 
of subcontracting, and rate of turnover; 

(6) Such other factors the consideration 
of which the public interest and fair and 
equitable dealing may require, which factors 
shall be published in the regulations of the 
Board from time to time as adopted. 

But I might say, looking over these six 
factors that are important to determine 
excessive profits, the gentlemen of the 
Board would have to have the wisdom 
of the Almighty to exercise the judg
ment necessary. So I must meet head
long this argument that the gentlemen 
of the Board can do the job. They can
not by the very language of the factors 
that we outline as criteria. It is hu
manly impossible to analyze industry 
under the free enterprise system accord
ing to these criteria. This gives rise, 
surely, to many of the perplexing prob
lems of renegotiation. 

But, to pass on. I must observe that 
this bill, like so many bills in Congress, 
may be wonderful for the attorneys 
and the accountants, but it surely plays 
hob with businessmen because, while it 
maybe popular to attack business, we 
tend to forget some first principles. 
Management and labor together repre
sent business, and anything we do in this 
body to hurt business, even though un
intentionally, will hurt this great Nation 
of ours. 

Percentage profit figures were given 
earlier by the gentleman from Georgia, 
and they have been rebutted I think ade
quately by the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. CURTIS] who pointed out that some 
of the percentage of profit of sales fig
ures, after tax and after renegotiation, 
fall as low as 1 percent. This is cer
tainly not excessive, as I see it; at the 
most they go as high as 3.2 percent, far 
from excessive. 

Mr. Chairman, I might call attention 
of my colleagues to the report that ac
companies this bill. I feel that it is a 
very excellent report in that it covers 
the various viewpoints including the one 
that I am expressing at the moment. I 
approve the views, in which I joined, al
though I did not write tpem, that are 
found on page 20. These are reason 
enough for my disapproval of the ex
tension of ·this act. 

Mr. Chairman, may I call your atten
tion to the fact that there are four basic 
criticisms raised on page 20, which I 
now categorically state, from my stand
point, are not answered by this bill 
whatsoever. 

I might also call attention to the fact 
that here we are, we who are the watch
dogs of the purse, we who are looking 
after the affairs of this great Nation of 
ours, and we are now preparing by this 
bill to remove from the scrutiny of the 
Congress for 4 years this entire matter 
of renegotiation. I think that is wrong. 

Going back to the views I endeavored 
to express, hitting the high spots, on 
page 26 of the report accompanying tbe 
bill, these views were based on listening 
carefully to the testimony given us. 
Much of this testimony came after that 
of the distinguished gentleman from 
Georgia who spoke earlier today, the 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 

Services. The criticisms made were 
quite persuasive, and they were not re
butted by the Defense Department and 
Renegotiation Board representatives nor 
by counsel or members in our executive 
sessions. These arguments were not 
rebutted, and these criticisms, which I 
would like to summarize briefly, were 
not answered. I shall mention them. 

First of all, let me point out that re
negotiaton, by its nature, was a tempo
rary wartime measure. In wartime, 
what are the circumstances? 

First of all, there is an absence of 
competition. Secondly, there is a crash 
procurement program. Thirdly, there is 
a hasty development of new products. 

I say to you categorically that these 
three situations do not prevail today. 

First, there is competition. Second, 
there is careful and considered procure
ment by experienced procurement offi
cers. And thirdly, the new products that 
are being developed can be separated 
from production models, the costs being 
known and known intimately by the 
Department of Defense. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Seventy
three Members are present, not a 
quorum. The Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Baker 
Barden 
Barrett 
Bass, Tenn. 
Betts 
Bonner 
Cahill 
Canfield 
Casey 
Celler 
Chelf 
Clark 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dorn,N.Y. 
Dorn, S.C. 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Durham 
Fogarty 
Giaimo 
Glenn 
Grant 

[Roll No. 54] 
Hall 
Hargis 
Hiestand 
Holifield 
Holland 
Jackson 
Jarman 
Johnson, Md. 
Jones, Mo. 
Karth 
Kilburn 
Kluczynski 
Lafore 
Laird 
Landrum 
McMillan. 
McSween 
Macdonald 
Mack, Wash. 
Mason 
Meader 
Moeller 

Moss 
Nix 
Norblad 
Norrell 
O'Konsld 
Ostertag 
Perkins 
Powell 
Reece, Tenn. 
Rivers, S.C. 
Santangelo 
Saylor 
Siler 
Smith, Miss. 
Smith, Va. 
Spence 
Taylor 
Watts 
Wharton 
Withrow 
Younger 
Zelenko 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. HARDY, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
H.R. 7086, and finding itself without a 
quorum, he had directed the roll to be 
called, when 367 Members responded to 
their names, a quorum, and he submitted 
herewith the names of the absentees 
to be spread upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The CHAIRMAN. When I caused the 

roll to be called, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ALGER] had 9 minutes re
maining. The Chair recognizes the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Chairman, to con
tinue rounding out the viewpoints on 
renegotiation, the difference of view
point seems to be, not whether we are 
for or against excess profits, everyope 
is opposed to excess profits; the question 
is whether we shall retain and continue 
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the renegotiation procedure that we now 
have with minor amendments for 4 more 
years. In that vein, I would like to call 
your attention to page 20 of the report 
where four reasons are given in supple
mental views by those opposing this 4-
year extension, and point out to you that 
these four criticisms have not, in the 
judgment of some, been met in the pres
ent bill. Those four criticisms are these: 

(1) The term "excessive profits" requires 
further statutory definition in the light of 
the Renegotiation Board's alleged practice 
of seeking · to recapture normal profits or 
contractually agreed upon incentive profits. 

In other words, the Board is taking 
profits that were originally agreed to be 
profits and are not excessive. 

(2) Renegotiation proceedings before the 
Board are devoid of any character of a ne
gotiation and instead bear an aura of a 
tribunal process where the contractor is tried 
without knowledge of the factors the Board 
secretly weighs against his petition. 

This criticism, too, has not been met 
in the current bill, as some of us feel, 
who signed the supplemental views. 

(3) The economic impact of renegotiation 
discourages competition by limiting the 
number of firms willing to undertake de
fense contracts, and that economic imp:J.Ct 
is causing our defense-related industries to 
rely increasingly on Government financed 
capital investment instead of relying on re
tained earnings and new private capital in
vestment. 

sion, and the chairman conducted a 
study of many of the things called to his 
attention, yet this thorough study called 
for 6 months ago has not yet been made. 

Beyond this, if I may, I would like to 
make this categorical charge, that the 
original intent of the Renegotiation Act 
is not being followed, but rather, we are 
recovering profits now that were in
tended at the outset of the contractual 
obligation to be profits, and were not 
then deemed to be excessive, nor should 
they have been so construed later in the 
opinion of the Renegotiation Board. 

Further, in renegotiating a given year 
the years that came before are not sub
ject to renegotiation, and are not taken 
into account. In a growth industry, as 
many Members know, because of cycli
cal economic matters any year should 
be treated in context with the preceding 
years. The 5-year carry forward pro
vision does not correct this inequity, 
as.I see it. 

Further than this, there is great 
danger because we are driving efficient 
contractors, outside the field of defense 
contracting, because of the threat of 
the renegotiation process, and we are 
appealing to the less able, the less effi
cient contractors, to take Government 
business in defense contracting. 

Mr. Chairman, beyond this I might 
call your attention to the fact that the 
renegotiation process by its very nature 
adds to the cost of the product that the 

In other words, this bill is actually de- ·Government buys in the nature of ar
feating its avowed purpose under rene- . maments. Why? Look at the extensive 
gotiation to eliminate excess profits litigation. Look at the time-consuming 
and encourage efficiency, and instead is delays and the cost of red tape, attar
encouraging incompetent or inefficient neys' fees, travel and other costs, which 
contractors to come in to bid, also is· all become merged into the cost of the 
hindering capital formation to permit · product that ·uncle Sam buys and pays 
the industries buying out the Govern- for. If this added cost does not im
ment investment. press you, think of the delay that is 

(4) Continuation . of ·the renegotiation involved. How many of you who are in 
authority acts as a positive-deterrent .to .the .. business · or who have had business ex
further development and. use of effective de- perience·· in the past could conduct your 
fense procurement pro~edures that would businesses with a withdrawal from 
give increased emphasis to cost reductions 
while at tlie same time safeguarding against your account imminent? 
excessive profits. You are trying to plan future invest-

ments, whether you are. relatively big or 
Mr. Chairman, I feel sure nobody in little business, yet you are not sure 

this body disagrees with the objectives whether thousands, hundreds of thou
as embodted in these four criticisms. sands, and perhaps, millions of dollars 
Some of us hold that these are not might be taken from you at any moment. 
solved by the pending legislation. These This uncertainty continues for years con
needs have not been met, and at least cerning any particular year the Board 
we are all agreed that these should be. has subject to renegotiation. How do 
reviewed periodically and that Congress you run your business? 
should not put this 'aside for 4 more 
years, removing it froin scrutiny·. Earlier I think we pointed out to you 

Mr. Chairman, just · a few months ago . the percentage of profits in the airframe 
· industry, · for example, after taxes and 

in the last Congress, the Committee on renegotiation. It was as low in many in
Ways and Means reported on this sub-
ject in this vein. I think you should stances as 1 percent of sales and at the 
know what was said at that time on this most it was 3.2 percent of sales, which 
very subject. I want to ·quote it, if I I imagine surprises some of you who have 

not had the time to go into this as thor-
may· oughly as the committee. 

The bill limits the extension of renegotia- Further, it was pointed out to us by 
tion to a period of 6 months because it is 
the intention of your committee to under- the gentleman from California, Mr. H. 
take a broad review of the entire subject ALLEN SMITH, speaking for some mem
of renegotiation early in the next Congress. hers of the Small Business Committee, 
At that time consideration will be ·given to that if we were to raise the ceiling from 
the scope, objectives, and procedures of re- the present statutory $1 million to $5 
negotiation and to po!Jsible amendments in- million we would eliminate 70 percent of 
eluding those proposed at the hearing on renegotiation and 16 percent of the costs. 
the present bill. However, this has not been done in this 

Mr. Chairman, we had 3 days of hear- bill. It would ha:ve improved the bill. 
ings, and while we met in executive ses- Some of us hold that the Defense De-

partment contracting officers have the 
knowledge, the ability, and the cost esti
mates to do a good job in contracting 
without excessive profits. 

In other words, the harm outweighs 
the good in reextending the Renegotia-

. tion Act. As I see it, there is waste to 
the Government, and certainly there is 
danger of destruction of free enterprise, 
in giving such control of business to this 
board of men who do not have the wis
dom of the Almighty. I think it is 
wrong. 

I would like to suggest five things as 
a positive and constructive suggestion to 
my colleagues to replace the extending of 
the Renegotiation Act. 

In the first place, I would like to sug
gest that any renegotiating or contract 
adjustment be done by the same con
tracting officers who originally made the 
contract. Does not that make sense, 
rather than to have some other board in 
this case, the five nien on the Renego
tiation Board, who do not even know the 
terms of the original deal do this?· 

Secondly, I would like to propose that 
the proper contracts be used by those 
procurement officers, particularly those 
of firm price with competitive bidding, 
or price redetermination where the orig
inal contract officer and the contracting 
firm redetermine the price based on 
factors that they know at the conclusion 
of production, factors which they did 
not have at the outset. 

Thirdly, I would like to suggest that 
research and development contracts be 
separated from the production models. 
Production model costs are ·known. 
Earlier you were told here on the floor 
of the House about the 'cast of putting ., 
together · a submarine, almost all of 
which was the result of competitive bid
ding. If you can do that in the case of 
a submarine, you can do it on other pro
duction contracts. Further, you can get 
into contracts for research and develop
ment models with later price redeter
mination the result of the renegotiation 
of the same contracting officers. 

Fourthly, I would like to suggest and 
recommend that we think more about 
utilization of private ·capital instead of 
taking so much of the money from these· 
contracting companies through renego
tiatiO;.,, that they cannot reinvest, if 
you please, or buy out the Government, 
to eliminate the Federal subsidy. Air
craft witnesses testified that lack of 
capital handicaps reinvestment. 

· Fifth, ·I would like to suggest most of 
all that we need a watchdog committee. 
I am sure the· gentleman from Georgia 
would agree, because he has been a 
member of such a committee many times 
before, including the committee that 
made a study 2 years ago on renegotia
tion, which appeared over his signature. 
The Congress does not know what the 
Renegotiation Board is doing, because 
we do not keep surveillance of this Re
negotiation Board. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 additional minutes 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to conclude by reading one sentence 
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to those Members who are not acquainted 
with the congressional study made 2 
years ago. This is the Hebert special 
subcommittee of the Committee on 
Armed Services of which the gentleman 
from Georgia and the gentleman from 
Missouri, Mr. Short, were ex omcio 
-members. This is what that committee 
had to say on this subject of renegotia
tion just 2 years ago, after study of 12 
airframe companies: 

The subcommittee concludes, on the evi
dence, that there has been no showing on 
the average that profits allowed are excessive. 

Further, 
Adjustments either with individual com

panies or on individual contracts on redeter
mination will, in our opinion, more than 
account for what may appear, in a few in
stances, to be an overpayment. When these 
are balanced off against the low profit con
tracts, it will then appear that on the aver
age the profits throughout these 12 com
panies are not excessive. 

Yet after this statement, the Rene
gotiation Board did find "excessive 
profits" regardless of this congressional 
committee's findings. Surely, we should 
learn from our own experiences. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentle
man from Washington [Mr. PELLYJ. 

Mr. ·PELLY: Mr. Chairman, I have 
aslced for this time in order to clarify 
just one point. In his opening state
ment, the distinguished ·chairman re
ferred to the fact that the committee 
had been unable to come up with a 
formula under which the Board could 
decide what would be reasonable profits. 
What I wanted to find out is-does the 
committee feel -that there should be a 
set of standards in the formula or do 
they feel that it should entirely be a 
matter of judgment on the part of the 
Board? 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? _ 

Mr. PELLY. I yield. 
Mr. MILLS. As I pointed out, from 

the very beginning the Committee on 
Ways and Means has endeavored to try 
to find some standards or a mathemati
cal or mechanical formula that woul<;l 
reduce the discretionary exercise of 
judgment by the Board. But, the com
mittee has always up to this point been 
unable to do so. We must rely, under 
these circumstances I think, on the 
exercise of judgment of the Board. 

Mr. PELLY. But the chairman of 
the committee would prefer to have a 
formula if they could; is that correct? 

Mr. MILLS. All the formulas that 
we have ever examined leave us un
assured that under such formula we 
may properly distinguish between rea
sonable and excessive profits. 
. . Mr. PELLY. Then it occurs to me 
that the 2-year term or the life of the 
bill would give the committee more 
time in which, perhaps, to come up with 
a formula. 

Mr. MILLS. Let me say that even if 
this legislation is extended for 4 years, 
that does not mean the comniittee would 
not take a look at it in the meantime, if 
the committee thought it could come up 
with improvements in any way .. 

Mr. PELLY. I thank the gentleman. 
I hope the committee will be able to es
tablish the formula so that the corpora
tions that are involved- with these con
tracts will have a little better idea as 
to where they stand. 

Mr. MilLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. IKARD] to close the debate. 

Mr. IKARD. Mr. Chairman, I think 
it is now apparent to everyone here that 
there is almost every type of opinion 
with resp~ct to this committee bill. 
There are some who would not agree 
that we should even have renegotiation; 
there are others who would prefer that 
the present law be extended perma
nently; and, then, of course, there are 
those who feel that the committee bill 
is a fair approach to the problem. 

The distinguished gentleman from 
Georgia, the chairman of the Commit
tee on the Armed Services, in a very fine 
presentation here stated his position 
well. If I may in the few minutes that 
I have, I would like to discuss some of 
the points that he raised. In the first 
place, he mentioned the language of 
paragraph (e) of Section 103 of the act, 
which is on page 14 of the report, if you 
would like to follow me. Language was 
added there to provide that in addition 
to the factors that must be favorably 
recognized in determining what excess 
profits are there must also be considered: 
"manpower, contractual pricing provi
sions, and the objectives sought to 
be achieved thereby, and economies 
achieved by subcontracting with small 
business concerns." 

Reference was made to a letter from 
the Comptroller General and it was con
cluded, if I understand it, that this lan
guage was probably objectionable to the 
Comptroller General because it would 
leave no control over windfall profits. I 
assume the letter that was referred to 
is . the letter shown on page 193 of the 
hearings before the committee, from the 
Comptroller General. That letter refers 
to H.R. 5123, which is not the commit
tee bill, and refers to language that was 
not included in the committee bill. That 
language deals with the agreed pricing 
provision of H.R. 5123 which, I repeat, 
is not the committee bill. 

It is always difficult here on the :floor 
and in the committee too, to argue the 
meaning of language, but a great deal 
was made of a phrase in the second 
numbered paragraph, a great deal was 
said about the omission from the com
mittee bill of the language "with .partic
ular regard to" which is shown in paren
thesis near the bottom of page 14 of the 
report. That language was deleted so 
that the present language of the bill will 
read: "Net worth and the amount and 
source of public and private capital em
ployed." 

The committee bill does amend this 
paragraph slightly by deleting those 
words "with particular r.egard to." 

Section 103 of the act, as we all know, 
sets forth the factors that are to be con
sidered by the Renegotiation Board in 
establishing whether or not a contractor 
or subcontractor has realized excessive 
profits. One of these factors is the so
called net worth factor, which is para-

graph (2) as quoted, that I just referred 
to. 

The intent of this amendment in the 
committee bill is not to effect in any way 
any substantial change in this factor 
but merely to clarify the existing lan
guage. 

The determination of a contractor's 
net worth is actually something separate 
from a comparison of the amount of pri
vate capital employed and the amount 
of Government capital employed. 

The purpose of the language in the 
committee bill is to make this distinc
tion clear. There is no intention to de
emphasize the importance of evaluating 
the amount of public or private capital 
employed in determining whether a con
tractor has received excessive profits. 

As stated by the Renegotiation Board 
in its regulation section 1460-11: 

A contractor who is not dependent upon 
the Government or customary financing of 
any kind is entitled to more favorable con
sideration than a contractor who is largely 
dependent upon these sources of capital. 

This is not, if I may say so, simply my 
opinion. It !s the opinion of the Renego
tiation Board, it is the opinion of the 
majority of the committee, it is the 
opinion of the Department of Defense, 
and it is also the opinion of the Depart
ment of Justice, with all of whom we dis
cussed this language fully. 

It is not the intention of the committee 
by this amendment to in any way change 
the substance of present law. 

To go to other points raised, there has 
been concern expressed about the 5-year 
carry forward. This is not a new or 
unique provision that was brought up all 
of a sudden. It is not a new principle 
and it is nothing new in our law. We are 
all familiar with it. We had it in the 
Excess Profits Act, we have it in our 
present income tax law, and we now have 
it here. There is nothing magic about 
it, there is nothing to be afraid of about 
lt. It is the same thing we all know and 
are familiar with. _ 

A great deal has also been said about 
the fact that the Board is expected with 
respect to a particular case to file cer
tain findings or reports and to show cer
tain documents. That has been referred 
to as a great "loophole" that would let 
people stick their arm into the Treasury 
of the United States. 

Let us understand what renegotiation 
is. It is simply what it says. People sit 
around the table and negotiate-nothing 
more, nothing less. It is not like a court 
proceeding where somebdy can know as 
a matter of record the facts that the 
other party is acting on. This is a pro
ceeding where one side cannot possibly 
know what is in the mind of the other. 
It is as if two men were trading or buying 
or selling. It is simply negotiation . 

Does it really alarm anybody? Does 
it upset our sense of equity and fairness 
if we should say that once you have made 
a determination, after -that is done you 
must tell the other party simply the facts 
you acted on? What is wrong with that? 
_That is alleged to be a great loophole in 
this committee bill. But what is wrong 
with that? What is wrong with the 
Board saying to a contractor after they 
have renegotiated, after they have made 
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their determination, these are the facts 
we acted on? . 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. IKARD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. VINSON. The point I make is 
that all this information is before there 
is a determination. The Federal law is 
to give it after. You change the Federal 
law from what it is today to say that 
this information must be given before 
any determination. That is the point I 
make. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. IKARD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. MILLS. The only difference here 
and under the existing practice is the 
question of the time when the law re
quires this information to be made avail
able. Under existing practice the rea
sons and facts are now made available 
before the issuance of an order. The 
bill simply writes this practice into law. 

Now, is it not reasonable, before the 
Board makes its final determination, to 
believe, in some instances at least, that 
a contractor is going to be better satis
fied with such a determination than if 
you make him wait until after the 
determination? 

Mr. VINSON. In other words, follow
ing what the gentleman from Arkansas 
said, it is incumbent upon the Board by 
the language of the committee to convey 
to and give to the contractor all informa
tion before any decision or determina
tion is made by the Board. As I said 
earlier, that is equivalent to making' the 
contractor a member of the Board. He 
has every faculty, every piece of informa
tion that has been given to the Board by 
the Defense Department and by every
body else. 

Mr. IKARD. I would invite the atten
tion of the gentleman from Georgia to 
the language that is shown on page 5 
of the bill, as follows: . 

Whenever the Board makes a determina
tion of excessive profits to be eliminated, 
it shall, at the request of the contractor or 
subcontractor, as the case may be, and prior 
to the making of an agreement or the is
suance of an order, prepare and furnish such 
contractor or subcontractor with a state
ment of such determination, of the facts 
used as a basis therefor, and of its reasons 
for such determination. 

Is there anything unfair about that? 
Now, we are making a mountain out 

of a molehill. It is already done in 
practice. 

Mr. VINSON. No; we are not. 
Mr. IKARD. If it were analogous to 

a court procedure. we merely say that 
the judge had to file his statement of 
facts or conclusion of facts before he 
entered his judgment, which is not at all 
unusual in some proceedings, and it is 
done simultaneously. This is merely an 
argument over a point of t:.me. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, the point is that 
under law this information does not have 
to be divulged to the contractor until 
after a ·determination is made by the 
Board. · 

Mr. IKARD. That is right. 

Mr. MILLS. So I agree with there
mark that it is trying to make a moun
tain out of a molehiil. 

Mr. IKARD. Now, tne other amend
ment in that section refers to the fur
nishing of certain documents and reports 
from the departments of the Govern
ment to the contractor, and the same 
general arg-uments apply that go to the 
other amendments. I want to em-pha
size, however, that nothing is required 
to be given to the contractor that is pro
hibited by law, which means, of course, 
that anything that is classified could not 
be required to be given to them. The 
Government is fully protected in that 
regard. 

Then I am rather amazed at the argu
ment about the next amendment. Now, 
the present law says, and we always 
thought and intended, that the con
tractor, when he went from the Renego
tiation Board to the Tax Court, would 
have a trial de novo. I did not know 
there was any argument about that. It 
is in the present law. But, when we 
examined it in the committee, we ~ound 
that there was a good deal of confusion 
about it. It was my conclusion, and I 
think the conclusion of the majority of 
those that sat through the hearings, that 
there was some question about whether 
there actually was in practice a trial de 
novo. We have simply said in this 
amendment what we in Congress con
sidered to have been the law for years, 
and that is that there shall be no pre
sumption in the Tax Court of correctness 
of the findings of the Board; in fact, it 
shall be a trial de novo. 

Now, there was some allusion made 
that 16 judges might possibly review 
under the present law. You and I know 
that in practice 16 judges of the trial 
court generally do not review these "!ases, 
and they are not going to. We must be 
practical; they do not have time to. 
They sit in divisions and there are re
quired to be not less than three judges 
in division review under the committee 
bill, nothing more and nothing less. We 
adopted the practice patterned after the 
rules of th3 Tax Court as it exists today. 
There is nothing new here; no bug 
under the chip. This is just writing into 
the law what we always considered the 
law to be. 

Now, a great deal was said to the effect 
that we allow these people to appeal to 
the circuit court of appeals in the same 
way that you can appeal from the dis
trict court in a trial by a judge without 
a jury. Is that evil? When we criticize 
that procedure, what are we doing? We 
are merely saying that this particular 
class of people cannot have access to the 
courts as practically everybody else can. 

It was stated that there were four or 
five different determinations. Now, let 
us take the order of them and see really 
what happens. In the first place, a 
given case is considered by the Renego
tiation Board. It is not a judicial pro
ceeding; it is not a quasi-judicial pro
ceeding; it is nothing more or less than 
actually a conference where they come 
into agreement or agree to stay in dis
agreement about a particular case. 
Then, if they cannot agree, it goes to the 
Tax Court and there is a trial de novo, 

and then from that proceeding, on ques
tions of law, the aggrieved party, if he 
so desires, can go to the circuit court. 
Now, I do not think anybody really can 
find too much fault with that. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the points I have 
summarized are the amendments which 
this bill would make in the existing law. 
Here is what we have. We have made, 
basically, about five changes in it. We 
have, in the first section, extended it for 
4 years. In the second section we have 
added an amendment which, it has de
veloped here, is highly controversial, but 
I must emphasize that the Department of 
Defense, the Department of Justice, the 
Renegotiation Board, and the majority 
of our committee thought this amend
ment would not change the existing sub
stantive law, and-it was not our intention 
to change it, and it is not changed, bt:t 
rather it is clarified. Third, we have 
provided the exact same provisions here 
in regard to loss carryback that were in 
the Excess Profits Acts that are in the 
Income Tax Act. Fourth, we have 
assured, what we thought was the pres
ent law, that a man would have in 
actuality a trial de novo in the Tax 
Court, and, finally, we have provided 
that he may appeal to the Circuit Court 
for the District of Columbia on matters 
of law. That, basically, is all there is 
in this bill. There is ·no more. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, there is 
one provision that we tried to emphasize 
in this bill when we. were in the commit
tee that has not been discussed here on 
the floor. As the gentleman knows, the 

·Small Business Committee of the House 
has made some study of this whole situ
ation. 

In this bill we are trying to call atten
tion to the fact that we want some special 
considerati-on given to these matters 
whenever small business concerns are the 
subcontractors. All of us know, and we 
have argued and argued with the Depart
ment of Defense about it, that we ought 
to give more and more of this business to 
small business people. And here we are 
trying to call attention to the fact that 
we want that practice enlarged and de
veloped. The gentleman had not dis
cussed that provision. Would he not 
agree with me, then, that it is certainly 
worthwhile and in the interests of small 
business? · 

Mr. IKARD. I think the gentleman 
is absolutely right. Mr. Chairman, I 
have one more thing to say and then I 
am through. 

In the report on aircraft production 
costs and profits that was filed by the 
Hebert subcommittee, of the Armed 
Services Committee, on July 13, 1956, on 
page 3118, the subcommittee, after 
making other recommendations, sug
gested that the Committee on Ways and 
Means review statutory renegotiation 
and provide more specific rules for 
guidance by which the principle of re
negotiation is to be applied. 

Therefore, in view of this flnding, no 
doubt you can understand our amaze
ment when some members of that same 
committee, when we try to carry out 
their mandate, come in and criticize our 
activity. 
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Mr. MnLS. Mr. Chairman, that con

cludes our time for general debate. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 

the bill for amendment. 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that the bill be con~ 
sidered as read, printed in the RECORD, 
and open for amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
The bill follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. EXTENSION 
Section 102 (c) ( 1) of the Renegotiation Act 

of 1951, as amended (50 U.S.C. App., sec. 
1212(c) (1)), is amended by striking out 
"June 30, 1959" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"June 30, 1963". 
SEC. 2. FACTORS To BE CONSIDERED IN DETER• 

MINING ExCESSIVE PROFITS 
(a) CONTRACTUAL PRICING PROVISIONS; EN

COURAGEMENT OF SUBCONTRACTING TO SMALL 
BusiNEss.-The second sentence of section 
103{e) of t:j:le Renegotiation Act of 1951, as 
amended (50 U.S.C., App., sec. 1213(e)), is 
amended by striking out "{J.nd" before "econ
omy in the use of materials", and by striking 
out "manpower;" and inserting in Ueu there
of "manpower, contractual pricing provisions 
and the objectives ~ught to be achieved 
thereby, and economies achieved by subcon
tracting .with . small business . concerns (as 
defined pursuant to section 3 of the Small 
Business Ac·t) ; ". 

(b) USE- OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE CAPITAL.
Paragraph (2) of the second sentence of sec
tion 1031 e) of ·such Act is amended to read 
as follow1: 

-"(2) The net worth, and -the amount and 
source of public and private capital em- . 
ployed;". 

. (C) STATEMENT .FURNIS'd:ED BY BOARD.-Sec
tion 103 (e) of such Act is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sen
tence: 
"In any statement furnished by the Board 
pursuant to .section 105(a) , the Board shall 
indicate separately, · but· without -evaluating 
separately in dollars or percentages, its con
sideration of, and the recognition given to, 
the efficiency . of the contractor or subcon
tractor and each of the other foregoing fac
tors." 

SEC. 3. FIVE-YEAR LOSS CARRYFORWARD 
Subseciion (m) of section 103 of the Re

negotiation Act of 1951, as amended (50 
U.S.C., App., sec. 1213(m) ), is amended

(1) By striking out the heading and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: 

"(m) RENEGOTIATION Loss CARRYFOR· 
WARDS.-'·'. 

(2) By stri~ing out subparagraph (A) of · 
paragraph (2) and inserting. in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"(A) The term 'renegotiation loss deduc
tion' means-

'1(i) for any fiscal year ending on or after 
December 31, 1956, and before January 1, 
1959, the sum of the renegotiation loss carry
forwards to such fiscal year from the preced
ing two fiscal years; and 

"(ii) for any fiscal year ending after De
cember 31, 19S8, the sum of the renegotiation 
loss carryforwards to such fiscal year from 
the preceding five fiscal years (excluding any 
fiscal year ending before December 31, 
1956) ." 

(3) By striking out "CARRYFORWARDs.-A" 
in paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu there~ 
of the foUowing: "CARRYFORWARDS TO 1956, 
1957, AND 1958.-For ·the purposes· of para-
graph (2) (A) (i), a". -

(4) By adding .at the end of such sub
sec.tion the following new paragraph: 

· " ( 4) AMOUNT OF CARRYFORWARDS TO FISCAL 
YEARS ENDING AFTER 1958.-For the purposes 
of paragraph (2) (A) (ii), a renegotiation loss 
for any fiscal year (hereinafter in this para
graph referred to as the 'loss year') ending 
on or after December 31, 1956, shall be a re
negotiation loss carryforward to each of the 
five fiscal years following the loss year. The 
entire amount of such loss shall be carried 
to the first fiscal year succeeding the loss 
year. The portion of such loss which shall 
be carried to each of the other four fiscal 
years shall be the excess, if any, of the 
amount of such loss over the sum of the 
profits derived from contracts with the De
partments and subcontracts in each of the 
prior fiscal years to which such loss may be 
carried. For the purposes of the preceding 
sentence, the profits derived from contracts 
wlth the Departments and subcontracts in 
any such prior fiscal year shall be computed 
by determining the amount of the renego
tiation loss deduction without regard to the 
renegotiation loss for the loss year or for any 
fiscal year thereafter, and the profits so com
puted shall not be considered to be less than 
zero." 
SEC. 4. STATEMENTS FURNISHED BY RENEGO• 

TIATION BOARD, ETC. 
(a) STATEMENTS.-The next to the last 

sentence of section 105(a) of the Renego
tiation Act of 1951, as amended (50 U.S.C., 
App., sec. 1215(a)), is amended to read as 
follows: "Whenever the Board makes a de
termination of excessive profits to be elimi
nated, it shall, at the request of the con
tractor or subcontractor, as the case may pe, 
and prior to the making of -an agreement or 
the issuance of an order, prepare and fur
nish such contractor or subcontractor with 
a statement of such determination, of the 
facts used as a basis therefor, and of its 
reasons for such determination." ' 

. (bJ DOCUMENTS AVAILABLE FOR lNSPEC• 
TION.--:;-Section 105(a) of such Act is 
amended by adding· at the end thereof the 
following new sentences: "At or before the 
time such statement is furnished, the Board 
shall make available for inspection by the 
contractor or subcontractor, as the case may 
be, all reports and other · written matter 
furnished to the Board by a Department 
relating to the renegotiation proceedings in 
which such determination was made, the 
disclosure of which is not forbidden by la:w. 
Nothing in the preceding sentence shall be 
construed as authorizing the disclosure of 
any information, referred · to in section 1905 
of title 18 of the United States Code, · in 
respect of any person other than the con
tractor or subcontractor (as the case may 
be) unless such information properly and 
directly concerns such contractor or sub
contractor." 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by subsections (a) and (b) shall apply 
only in the case of determinations made by 
the Renegotiation Board after the d ate of 
the enactment of this Act. · 
SEC. 5. PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE TAX COURT 

·IN RENEGOTIATION CASES 
(a) TAX COURT PROCEEDINGS DE Novo.

Section 108 of the Renegotiation Act of 
1951, as amended (50 U.S.C., App., sec. 1218), 
is amended by striking out the fourth sen
tence and inserting 'in lieu thereof the fol
lowing new sentences: "A proceeding before 
the Tax Court to determine the amount, if 
any, of excessive profits shall not be treated 
as a proceeding to review the determination 
of the Board, but shall be treated as a pro
ceeding de novo. The petitioner in such 
proceeding shall have the burden of going 
forward with the case; only evidence pre
sented to the Tax Court shall be considered; 
and no presumption of correctness shall 
attach to the determination of the Board." 

(b) REVIEW BY SPECIAL DIVISION OP' 
CoURT .-section 108 of the Renegotiation 
Act of 1951, as amended (50 u.s.c.,· App., 
sec. 1218), is amended by striking out ·the 
fifth sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following new sentences: "The determi
nations by and division of the Tax Court 
under this section shall be reviewed by a 
special division of the Tax Court which shall 
be constituted by the chief judge and shall 
consist of not less than 3 judges. The de
cisions of such special division shall not be 
reviewable by the Tax Court, and shall be 
deemed decisions of the Tax Court. For the 
purposes of this section, the court shall have 
the same powers and duties, insofar as ap
plicable in respect of the contractor, the 
subcontractor, the Board, and the Secretary, 
and in respect of the attendance of wit
nesses and the production of papers, notice 
of hearings, hearings before divisions, sten· 
ographic reporting, and reports of proceed
ings, as such court has under sections 7451, 
7453, 7455, 7456(a), 7456(c) ·, 7457(a), 7458, 
7459(a), 7460(a), 7461, and 7462 of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 in the case of 
a proceeding to redetermine a deficiency." 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amenqments 
made by subsections (a) and (b) shall apply 
whether the petition for a redetermination 
was filed before, on, or after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, if the decision by 
the Tax Court has not been rendered on or 
before such date. 
SEC. 6. REVIEW TO TAX COURT DECISIONS IN 

RENEGOTIATION CASES 
(a) AMENDMENT OF SECTION 108A.-Section 

108A of the Renegotiation 'Act of 1951, as 
amended (50 U.S.C., App., sec. 1218a), is 
ainended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 108A. REVIEW OF TAX COURT DEOISIONS 

IN RENEGOTIATION CASES 
" (a) JuRISDICTION .-Except as provided in 

sectlon 1254 of title 28 of the United States 
Code, the United States Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia shall have exclu
sive jurisdiction to review decisions of the 
Tax Court under· se·ction 108 of this Act, in 
the same manner and to the same extent as · 
decisions of the district courts iri ci vii ac
tions tried without a jury. The judgment 
Of such court shall be final, except that it 
shall be subject to review by the Supreme 
Court of the United States upon certiorari, 
in the :r,nanner provided in section 1254 of 
title 28 of the United States Code. 

-"(b) POWERS.-
"(1) TO AFFIRM, OR REVERSE AND REMAND.

Upon such review the United States Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia shall 
have power to affirm or, if the decision of 
the Tax Court is not in accordance with 
law, to reverse the decision of the Tax Court 
and remand the case for such further action 
(including a rehearing) as justice may 
require. 

"(2) CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF INTERNAL REV• 
ENUE CODE MADE APPLIE:ABLE.-The provisions 

· of subchapter D of chapter 76' of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to court re
view of Tax Court decisions) , to the extent 
not inconsistent with the provisions of this 
section, are hereby made applicable in re
spect of. the review pz:ovided by this section." 

(b) AMENDMENT OF SECOND SENTENCE OF 
SECTION 108.-The second sentence Of section 
108 of the Renegotiation Act of 1951, as 
amended (50 U.S.C., App., sec. 1218), is 
amended to read· as follows: "Upon such 
filing such court shall have exclusive juris
diction, by order, to determine the amount, if 
any, of such excessive profits received or ac
crued by the contactor or subcontractor, and 
such determination ( 1) shall not be reviewed 
by any court or agency except as provided by 
section 108A, and (2) shall not be redeter
mined by ·any court or agency, except that it 
may be redetermined by a decision of the 
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special division of the Tax Court if the case 
is remanded under section 108A(b) (1) ." 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re
spect to decisions rendered by the T.ax Court 
of the United States after June 30, 1958. For 
purposes of the preceding sentence, in apply
ing section 7483 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 (relating to time for filing peti
tion for review) in the case of a decision 
rendered after June 30, 1958, and before the 
date of the enactment of this Act, such de· 
cision shall be treated as having been ren
dered on the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. VINSON: Begin

ning on page 1, line 8, strike out sect ion 2 
a.nd the remainder of the bill. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I shall 
not take but a minute. . The purpose 
of this amendment is to extend the pres
ent renegotiation law for a period of 4 
years. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The purpose of the amendment is not 
only to extend renegotiation for 4 years 
but to strike out of the "bill these very 
provisions that I described and that have 
been so ably discussed by the gentleman 
from Texas. 

I ask the Committee to defeat the 
amendment: 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in SUPJ?Ort of 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. VrnsoNJ. I trust that the 
Committee will vote to strike out section 
2 and the rest of this bill and to extend 
this act as it was written originally for 
a period of 4 years. . 

I spent a long period of my life as a 
purchaser for the Department of De-· 
feilse, for the Ordnance District, and I 
would like to direct .attention particu
larly to section 2'(a) of this bill, the sec- · 
tion that is going to force the Renegoti
ation Board to consider the pricing poli
cies and the contract policies of the 
negotiators. · 

I would like to point out particularly 
to you that there has been developed 
an incentive pricing contract. This 
means that after the bidder has bid 
and the bid has· been accepted, if he then 
saves a considerable sum 6f ··money be
low the original estimated price, that he 
share in that savings. In my judgment, 
that sounds very good in theory. I 
think that you could go along with the 
idea that if a contract had been negoti
ated by people who were able and 
learned on both sides and that then a 
saving had been realized by the efiicien
cies of the contractor, it would be a good 
idea to give him part of that savings. 

I understood the chairman of the 
committee to explain that this part of 
the Renegotiation Act is actually used 
in practice now, and if that is true, then 
I suggest that you leave it just as it is 
without any further amendment. 

I should like to point out that at the 
present time there has been a bill intro
duced into the other body, and consider
able sentiment has been aroused, to sup
port an extension of this incentive type 

contracting. I submit, 0 Mr. Chairman, 
that the incentive type contracting is . 
not rewarding men for the savings they 
will make. 

It is rewarding them for boosting the 
contract bid price. .Because I submit 
there is not a negotiator in the entire 
Defense Department who is competent 0 

to tell you with any degree of accuracy 
whether or not a bid is a correct bid. If 
you have any doubt about this matter, I 
suggest that you review Senator SPARK
MAN's speech of some weeks ago which 
was printed in the RECORD in which he 
pointed out that on every item that had 
been opened from a negotiated contract 
price to competitive bidding, the average 
saving which was realized was 70 per
cent-70 percent. On one item made by 
General Electric for which they charged 
$277.50, if my memory serves me cor
rectly, that item is now made by a con
cern in Royal Oak, Mich., for $27.50. I 
submit to you, Mr. Chairman, that if the 
Department of Defense were competent 
to negotiate a contract with any sound
ness whatsoever, the contractors would 
not be here asking for this incentive type 
of contracts. I tell you again that the 
incentive is an incentive to inflate the 
bid price and not an incentive to save. 
In my judgment, Mr. Chairman, if this 
bill as it is now written becomes a law, 
you can anticipate that the defense bill 
will not be $41 billion in 1961 but it will 
be $47 billion or $48 billion. Anything 
that you do to hurt in any way this Re
negotiation Board which is the only 
weapon a negotiator has in dealing with 
the contractors is actually an action 
against the taxpayers of the United 
States. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, for the life of me I can
not understand the interpretations being 
pu.t by some people on the actions of the 
Committee on Ways and Means in re
vising the present Renegotiation Act and 
providing for its extension. 

Listening to the gentlewoman from 
Michigan, I would assume that she was 
under the impression the committee was 
suggesting the repeal of the Renegotia
tion Act. There is nothing in what she 
said, frankly, that has anything to do 
with the merits of this particular piece 
of legislation. The Renegotiation Board 
continues its full powers to assess re
covery of excessive profits; look at con
tracts; and examine the yearly opera
tions of individuals having business with 
the Government. The Board can de
termine whether excess · profits have 
been made; can determine the amount 
of those excess profits; and, unless an 
agreement is reached, can order the ex
cessive profits paid to the Government. 
What the bill does, and this is not really 
anything new, is what we thought the 
law did all the time. We merely recog
nize that this agency of the Government 
is not infallible and we are going to 
bring any controversy to a court and let 
them have a trial de novo. 

It was never intended for the Rene
gotiation Board to be a cowii or a quasi 
judicial body as was pointed out by our 

colleague, the gentleman from Texas. 
It is really an agency of the executive 
branch, a board appointed which sits 
down on one side of the table and the 
contractor on the other. They try to 
find out if they can reach an area of 
agreement as to whether there was an ex
cessive profit and the amount thereof. 
But, it is not a judicial proceeding. All 
that we do here is what we do for every 
citizen. We say, "We are not going to 
take property from you by some bu
reaucratic determination. We are going 
to give you at least the right to go to 
court." And we give them the right to 
go to the Tax Court and get a trial de 
novo. Then we say, "You shall have an 
appeal from that Tax Court to the Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
on matters of law!' So if the Tax Court 
made an error in interpreting or in ap- · 
plying the law, you have a remedy there · 
and you can get justice there. We are . 
just being decent and honest with the 
people with whom we are doing busi
ness, but we are still saying we are not 
going to tolerate excessive profits. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. MILLS. Does the gentleman find 

one thing in this bill that would prevent 
the Renegotiation Board from reaching 
the same conclusion in 1960 on the same 
set of facts that it reached in 1957 or 
1958? 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. No. 
Mr. MILLS. Certainly not. 
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. There is 

one thing I think we should make clear. 
We set up the · Renegotiation Board be
cause we recognized the uncertainty and 
the . difficulty in establishing the cost in . 
the first instance of these new devices
the new planes, or the new guns, or the 
new equipment for the military, or 
whatever it may . be. We recognized 
that there is an uncertainty in deter
mining the cost, so we established this 
Board. 

But let us also recognize that there 
are also uncertainties as to what is and 
what is not excessive profit under given 
circumstances. We must remember that 
if we want to take reasonable profit out 
of the picture. then the only alternative 
is to set up Government manufacturing 
plants, Government operations; and if 
you think that is efficient, I certainly do 
not agree with you. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. VINSON. The distinguished gen

tleman from Wisconsin answered in the 
negative the question propounded by 
the chairman of the committee which 
was: Would the Renegotiation Board in 
1960 reach the same conclusions as to 
profit determination as it did in 1958? 
And the gentleman said "It would be the 
same." I ask the gentleman what is the 
need and necessity then for any change 
in the present law? 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I would 
suggest to the gentleman that the basic 
need is to try and make more certain in 
the law just what the rights of the con
tractor are, just what the rights of the 
Government are in many of these 
things. 
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What we have done is to take the reg

ulations that are today followed by the 
Renegotiation Board and write them 
into the law so that the contractors can 
know just what rules they are operating 
under and that they are operating under 
the same rules as anybody else, and so 
that when they go before the board they 
will known just what their rights are. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired. 

(By unanimous consent Mr. BYRNES 
of Wisconsin was allowed to proceed for 
3 additional minutes.) 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. It is a 
matter of writing, to the extent that you 
can, some degree of certainty into the 
Renegotiation Act. And let me say this, 
I think the committee has done a good 
job. I do not think it is perfect, and I 
do not think my chairman would say 
that we have a perfect bill here. We 
have not, because you cannot write with 
certainty a rule as to what is excessive 
and what is unreasonable, or what is 
reasonable for every given circumstance 
which can arise under a Government 
contract. You just cannot write that in 
terms of a formula; you have to depend 
upon judgment, and if you have to de
pend upon judgment you have to set 
down standards, and setting down 
standards is a very difficult job. 

All through this matter is this diffi
culty of the exercise of judgment as to 
what is excessive and what is not. It 
is for that reason, Mr. Chairman, that I 
worry about the 4-year extension rather 
than a 2-year extension. It is why I 
favor the 2-year period. The chairman 
of the committee suggested that if any
body could assure him that this program 
would not be needed after 2 more years 
he would favor the shorter extension. I 
am not so optimistic. I feel that this 
is a program that is going to be with us 
for a long time. I think just as we found 
in committee this year that certain 
changes and amendments were desira
ble, and we are all in agreement on that, 
I think, within the committee. But at 
least the changes we have put in are 
reasonable and desirable. We may very 
well find that 2 years hence other 
amendments are reasonable or desirable. 
It may be that some of the things the 
gentleman from Georgia is worried 
about, by some stretch of the imagina
tion, may take place. In that case we 
should come back and review the act 
again. 

As a result of the fact that this is a 
matter of judgment, we are turning it 
over to the Renegotiation Board. We 
may need to keep the law, but we may 
need to amend certain provisions when 
the necessity for amendment is shown. 
It might not be a bad idea to come back 
in 2 years just to review what the Board 
has done in that time, to learn what their 
successes have been, to learn what their 
difficulties have been. This is not a sub
ject to treat lightly. I am surprised that 
the gentleman from Georgia, who cer
tainly recognizes the need for productive 
capacity in this country, who recognizes 
that we are dependent upon the private 
enterprise system for that productive 
capacity, that he would suggest that we 
not take into consideration giving to 

these industries and these contractors at 
least the reasonable rights that we give 
under any other circumstance to every 
other citizen. ' 

To me, Mr. Chairman, this is a good 
bill. It should be supported. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to agree 
with the gentlewoman from Michigan 
who wants to discontinue incentive con
tracts, but it is necessary for us to have 
incentive contracts. They are the facts 
of life that we are confronted with right 
now in our military preparedness. That 
was never brought home more than 
last year when I was a member of the 
Select Committee on Space and found 
the complicated, complex variations in 
little ordinary instruments that the mili
tary needs. It is very difficult to set a 
target for incentives. This bill meets 
the facts of life and says when we have 
to have these incentive contracts we are 
going to renegotiate if the excess profits 
are due to the wrong estimate of the 
target; and if they have had efficiency 
and have cut the costs, then we both gain 
from the profits derived from those con
tracts. The gentlewoman will agree 
with that, I am sure. 

But I did not rise to talk about the 
incentive feature, because that is a field 
about which I know very little. 

Mr. Chairman, the Renegotiation 
Board approves this bill. Mr. Coggeshall 
says the Board desires to express its un
qualified approval of H.R. 7086 . . Mr. 
Dechert, General Counsel for the Depart
ment of Defense, said: 

H .R. 7086 is not the exact form of the 
extension which we recommended, but in 
our judgment the additions and changes 
made as a result of the thorough considera
tion of this matter by your committee are 
entirely acceptable and have, in fact, im
proved the proposal. 

One of the ways in which the proposal 
has been improved was outlined by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. IKARD]. 
The whole renegotiation procedure has 
been improved by this proposed appellate 
procedure which makes it consistent with 
the ordinary appellate procedure in other 
Federal courts. 

Several times since I have been a 
Member of Congress I have come down 
to the well of this House to try to get 
similar appellate procedure made appli
cable to other areas; the school bill, 
the civil rights bill, and some other bills, 
so that a man would have the right of 
trial by a judge or jury, as the case may 
be, and the right of appeal to a higher 
court. That is all we have here. 

Renegotiation proceedings are not a 
trial. There are no rules of evidence, 
there is no submission of evidence; there 
is nothing but a group of people sitting 
around the table and trying to reach an 
agreement. If they do not reach an 
agreement then the Renegotiation Board 
hands down a decision. From that deci
sion the first legal, formal sort of an 
appeal is granted. That is to the Tax 
Court and the trial is de novo. It is 
de novo now. 

The language that we have submitted 
in the amendment merely clarifies and 

improves the procedure by which this de 
novo trial will be held. After the deci
sion of the tax court you can take an 
appeal on the law if the evidence that 
was admitted should not have been ad
mitted, if things occurred that should 
not have occurred in that court under the 
regular rules of procedure. You cannot 
contest the facts, but you can take an 
appeal on the law. That is the basic 
legal procedure, that is one of the im
provements Mr. Dechert talked about in 
reference to this bill. If the amendment 
is adopted, that improvement will come 
about along with the others provided 
in the bill. 

Every time this subject comes up, the 
administration and operation is im
proved. Other extensions have come be
fore the Congress for a 2- or 3-year pe
riod, and improvements have been made. 
That is why we have extensions for 
short periods. We reconsider the sub
ject periodically. It is perfectly natural 
that as a result of our experiences in past 
years we bring about improvements. We 
should be able to draft, clarify, and im
prove with amendments, which do noth
ing to harm the basic principles of the 
bill but do help it in connection with 
the appellate procedure I have outlined. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. METCALF. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I have listened to most 
of the debate this afternoon and I h~ve 
heard of no instance where contractors 
have been injured by virtue of the pres
ent law. Is there any contention made 
here that there has been irreparable in
jury done to them in the past? 

Mr. METCALF. If the gentleman will 
read the hearings he will find there were 
many instances where there was com
plaint about the appellate procedure and 
that they did not have an exact new trial 
de novo. There was some contention in 
the hearings by these people that there 
were certain presumptions in the court 
that arose from the decisions of the Re
negotiation Board and as long as those 
are not legal matters we did not want the 
presumption to rise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Montana has expired. 

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment close at the end of the 
gentleman's remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr. Chair

man, I would like to direct my remarks 
to a number of procedural amendments 

. that have been included in this bill. In 
my opinion, their principal effects are, 
first, to make it more difficult for the 
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Goverrunent to protect itself in these ex
cess profits cases and, second, to length
en the time necessary to reach a final 
determination of them. 

I would like to ask some member of 
the committee about three pr_ocedural · 
amendments in particular. The first ap
pears on page 18 of the report. This · 
amendment provides for review of these 
cases by a special three-man division of 
the court. Under normal Tax Court 
procedure, a determination by any one 
of the judges is subject to review by the 
entire court. I would like to ask the 
gentleman why review of excess profits 
cases should be limited to a special di
vision of the court. 

Mr. MILLS. What we are trying to do 
here is to insure that each one of these 
cases will be reviewed by not one par
ticular court but at least by three mem- . 
bers of the court. We do not say it has 
to be three, but at least three. We are 
trying to get as much judgment as pos
sible on review. 

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Under nor
mal Tax Court procedure, if a decision is 
rendered by less than the full court, any 
judge can object to that decision, and 
there must then be a review of the case 
by the entire Tax Court. 

Mr. MILLS. The review could be made 
by the full court. We say three or more. 

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. The second 
amendment to which I refer appears in 
the middle of that same page. It pro
vides that no presumption of correctness 
shall attach to determinations of the 
Board. Now, under normal Tax Court 
procedures a presumption of correctness 
attaches to determinations of the Com
missioners of Internal Revenue. A Tax 
Court petitioner has not had the benefit 
of a judicial, or quasi-judicial determina
tion of his case, but he is burdened with 
this presumption of correctness. Why 
should a contractor who has already had 
a hearing before an independent agency 
be relieved of it? I can't see any reason 
to eliminate the presumption in these ex
cess profits cases. 

Mr. MILLS. The only reason that is in 
there at all is to remove the charge that 
is made that when these men go into the 
Tax Court they do not go de novo but 
they go on the basis of a review of the de
cision of the Renegotiation Board. The 
law is clear that the Congress has always 
intended that they go de novo, so we want 
to go on the basis of no presumption at 
all but decide it on the evidence sub
mitted in the Tax Court. There is noth
ing wrong in that. 

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Does the 
gentleman plan to offer an amendment 
to the Internal Revenue Code to the 
effect that a petitioner in a tax case may 
have a trial de novo? 

Mr. MILLS. I do not, because that is 
not in this bill. That question is not here: 

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. I feel that 
a petitioner in a Tax Court case who has 
a deficiency assessed against him should· 
have the same right to a trial de novo as 
does a contractor in a renegotiation-case. 

The third amendment to which I refer: 
is the change in section 108A. In cases 
arising under the Renegotiation Act, the· 
court of appeals would have the power· 
to affirm or reverse the Tax Court deci-

sion, but -it is · stripped of its power to 
modify Tax Court decisions in this area. · 
The court of appeals would be permitted · 
to reward cases for further action, a 
power it woUld have in any event, but it 
is denied power to modify decisions 
where the· facts or the law would other
wise demand it. Can the chairman tell · 
me why this change was considered 
necessary? 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman is re
ferrinr. to the power of the circuit court 
of appeals? 

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. That is 
right. 

Mr. MILLS. We were trying to limit 
that in such a way that the highest level 
that we want exercised is the Tax Court. 

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Does the 
gentleman agree that the effect of all 
these amendments will be to lengthen 
the time necessary for a determination 
of these cases? 

Mr. MILLS. Under existing law a 
contractor can go from the Tax Court to 
any circuit court of appeals anywhere 
in the United States. They c~n do that 
now, on constitutional grounds or on 
questions of jurisdiction. Here the only 
difference we are making is that he may 
also go up on a question of law, and then 
he can only go to the Circuit Court of 
Appeals within the· District of Columbia, 
because we do not want a lot of diversity · 
of opinion which might occur if they 
went to all circuits. 

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. I submit 
that these amendments have the effect of 
making it more difficult for the Govern
ment to show that a contractor's profits 
have been excessive. In addition they 
enco:1rage appeals. Their acceptance 
will result in substantially lengthen~d 
periods of litigation during which con
tractors are permitted to retain money 
rightfully belonging to the Federal Gov
ernment and to retain that money 
interest free. 

Mr. MILLS. I do not think there is 
any doubt but what the right of appeal 
on a question of law to the circuit court 
of appeals may in those circumstances 
and will undoubtedly in those circum-· 
stances delay final decision, ·but I dis- . 
agree with the gentleman's conclusion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman · 
from Georgia [Mr. VrnsoNJ. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SIMPSON of 

Pennsylvania: On page 1, line 7, strike out 
"June 30, 1963" and insert "September 30, 
1961." 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, this amendment is quite· 
easily understood, and, therefore, I shall 
not take much time with it. Reference 
has been made to the fact that the· 
amendments which have bee~ made to. 
this bill involve problems which were
not completely .considered by the com
mittee itself, as was pointed out by the 
gentleman who last spoke. 

My purpose in reiterating that remark 
is to indicate that this is a type of legis
lation Which is· continually subjected to 
the wills and the whims of those who 

are charged with the duty-of, adminis
tering the law; and where men's wills. 
men's opinions are involved,.. complicated 
as they are by the wording of this law, 
there is apt to be, and in fact there are, 
many differences which do require 
straightening out either in the courts, 
which would take a long, long time, or 
by the Congress. 

The purpose of . th~s amendment is to 
insure that this subject will be before 
the Congress through its appropriate 
committees at least 2 years from now. 
I think it is essential to good adminis
tration ·of this type of legislation, and 
I hope very much that the committee · 
will adopt this amendment. 

May I add that the statement that 
was made to the effect that because 
young men are required to go into our 
military service under draft legislation, 
and that law presently is 4 years in du
ration, is no argument that I can see 
why this or any other type of legislation 
should be likewise limited to the same 
period of time. I see no connection · 
whatever. I think that that argument 
in fact begs the question when we are 
here dealing with a complicated subject, 
administered by individuals. Therefore, 
we should amend the bill and permit 
the Committee on Ways and Means to 
review the subject under the compulsion 
which is incident to the expiration of 
the law. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I agree with the gentleman in his views 
and trust his amendment will be ap
proved. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. The gen
tleman recalls that when we extended 
it for 6 months, we asked the executive 
department to make ·a study. I believe · 
they did not make a real study, and the · 
staff of the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation has not yet had time · 
to complete their study; is that not · 
correct? · > 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. That 
is correct. And, therefore, we should 
not write this law for such a long period 
that there ·would be l-axity in studying it. 

Mr. Chairman, may I finish by saying 
that even in hours of the direst emer
gency, we enacted this renegotiation 
bill for the duration of the war. In 
peacetime years we have extended it 
repeatedly for not more than 2 years at 
a time because we hope that the day 
will come when renegotiation will no 
longer be necessary and because we rec
ognized the need to continue to review 
its operation and administration. I say 
it is not wise for us in this day to change 
our policy and pass a Renegotiation Act 
for 4 years. Let us rather adopt this 
amendment and study the subject again 
in 2 years. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 
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This matter has been thoroughly an

alyzed, thoroughly discussed. , I 'would 
agree with my distinguished friend from 
Pennsylvania -in his statement that just 
b~cause we have an extension of the 
Draft Act for 4 years, is no reason for 
justifying the extension of this. With 
that alone I would agree. But what I 
said earlier, the fact that the same cir~ 
cumstances exist in the world that 
caused-us to extend that program, caused 
the majority members of our committee 
to reach the conclusion that there was 
no foreseeable possibility within the next 
4 years that this program would not also 
be necessary as an adjunct of the mili
tary procurement program. That is the 
connection, and that is the only reason 
the committee is reporting this bill for 
a 4-year period. And let me assure you, 
the mere fact that we continue a law 
for 4 years does not mean that the Com
mittee on Ways and Means will not take 
another look at it if it becomes neces
sary. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Committee 
will defeat this amendment and pass the 
bill permitting a 4-year extension. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman. 

tee on Ways e.nd·Means with -instructions to 
report the same back to th.e House· forth
with with the ' following amendment: On 
page 1, line 7, strike out "-June 30, 1963" and 
insert "September' 30, 1961." · · 

. The SPEAKER. . The question is on 
the motion· to recommit. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas and 
nays. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
consideration of this bill be postponed 
.until tomorrow. 
. The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
·ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
tomorrow at 11 o'clock a.m. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 
· There was no objection. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise ORDER OF BUSINESS TOMORROW 
in opposition to the amendment. . Let 
me say that I sincerely trust that this Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
amendment will be voted down. This ·ask unanimous consent that it may be in 
bill should be extended at least for the order tomorrow for the Speaker to de
period the committee has recommended, ·clare a recess subject to the call of the 
4 years. As a matter of fact, for the Chair. 
days ahead of us, for the foreseeable The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
future, when 92 percent of all Govern- the request of the gentleman from 
ment c·ontracts are negotiated contracts, Massachusetts? 
it is absolutely necessary to have a re'- ·· There was no objection. 
negotiation law, and this should be ex:. 
tended for 4 years or perhaps longer. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I ask for 
a vote on the amendment. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
. the amendment offered by the gentle.:. 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. SIMPSONL 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, 

the Committee rises. 
Accordingly the Committee rose, and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. HARDY, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

.imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
-extend their remarks on the bill, H.R. 
7086. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
'the request of the gentleman from 
·Arkansas? 
_ There was no objection. 

Union, reported that that Committee . ORDER OF BUSINESS TOMORROW 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H.R. 7086) to extend the Renegotiation 
Act of 1951, and for other purposes, pur.:. 
suant to House Resolution 274, he re:. 
ported the bill back to the House. · 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. SIMPSON of ·Pennsylvania: Mr. 
Speaker, I offer a motion· to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill? · 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I am, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re.: 
port the motion to recommit. 

The Cl~rk re~d as follows: 
Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania moves to re .. 

commit the bill, H.R. 7086, to the Commit-
CV--578 

Mr. BYRNES of . Wisconsin. Mr. 
·_speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
.address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
·Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
, Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I have a..sked for this time in 
.order to inquire of the majority leader 
as to the situation tomorrow. 

Mr. McCORMACK. It is the inten
tion tomorrow to dispose of the various 
rollcalls. Then under the unanimous 
consent request that was just granted, it 
will be in order for .the Speaker to de.;. 
clare a recess subject to the call of the 
.Chair so that Members may attend the 
.funeral services for our late beloved 
friend, John Fo'ster Dulles. Then fol
lowing the recess, it is my intention to 
bring up the bill to extend the Re
organization Act. 

Mr. BYRNES·of Wisconsin~ Would it 
be in .or.der tO inq\lire as to the time that 
the recess might be · called so that 
Members may make their plans accord~ 
ingly. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair would in
tend to recess from 1:30 p.m. to 3:30 
p.m. 

Mr ~ BYRNES of Wisconsin. I thank 
·the Speaker. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Might I also say 
for the information of Members that on 
Thursday, of course, the Commerce ap
·propriation bill will come up. An agree
ment has beeri made by the leadership 
that any rollcalls on this Thursday or 
·Monday of next week will go over to 
Tuesday. I want to advise· the Members 
of that so they may govern themselves 
accordingly in relation to any engage
ments they have on May 30. 

FREEDOM OF SPEECH AND FREE
DOM OF PRESS FOR PEOPLES 
EVERYWHERE . 
Mr. SAUND. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
·california? 
· There was no objection. 

Mr. SAUND. Mr. Speaker, I have 
today introduced a resolution which 
makes clear the desire, hope, and ex
pectation of the American people that 
their sacrifices in furnishing foreign aid 
will help to secure for peoples every~ 
·where in the world the blessings of free~ 
dom of speech ana freedom of the pres~ 
which we cherish so highly in t~e United 
States. 

Since the formation of our Nation the 
name of "Uncle Sam" has become 
synonymous with the democratic form 
·of government recognizing the dignity 
·and freedom of man. 

Lincoln's Gettysburg Address, ending 
with great words, ''government of the 
people, by the people, for the people, 
shall not perish from this earth," is 
known around the world. 

I can recall the time when millions 
·of people in India where I was born were 
electrified by President Woodrow Wil
-son's slogan to "make the world safe for 
democracy." 

The lofty ideals proclaimed in the At
lantic Charter are a recen.t memory. ' 

The struggling masses in all corners 
of the globe, seeking freedom and a bet
ter and fuller life, remember clearly the 
four freedoms so dramatically voiced 
by President Roosevelt during World 
War II. 

My resolution reaffirms the faith of the 
·Members of Congress in this ·noble goal. 

Whereas the objective of the people of the 
United States is the attainment of a peace-, 
I'ul world where freedom of the individual 
and the dignity of man are recognized, and 
-where the state is the servant, and not the 
master, of its citizens: Now, therefore be it 
. Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That it is the desire~ 
hope, and expectation of the Congress that 
p.ations receiving . military assistance under 
the mutual security program guarantee to 
their people freedom of speech and freedom 
of the press. 
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SUMMIT CONFERENCE TAKE NOTE 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my ·re:.. 
marks at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks and include therein a strong 
and impressive resolution pertinent to 
the summit conference which was unani
mously adopted by civic and patriotic 
groups gathered from many points at the 
Polish National Home, Glen Cove, N.Y., 
on May 10, 1959. This resolution was 
forwarded to me by constituents and 
other leaders of the Polish group, and it 
impressed me so much that I felt it 
should be brought to the attention of the 
Congress and the American people. 

I am especially impressed with the 
strong declaration of principles con
tained in the resolution. It is heartening 
indeed that thoughtful patriotic Ameri
cans like the sponsors of this resolution 
should formulate and publish such a 
forthright, sterling declaration in behalf 
of human freedom and the liberation of 
subject peoples and boldly point the way 
to diplomatic leaders of the summit con
ference by which a strong pro-demo
cratic policy may be declared and imple
mented by the free nations. 

From the start I have had little confi
dence that any concrete beneficial results 
would flow from the so-called summit 
conference even though I hoped and 
prayed with millions of our countrymen 
and freedom-loving peoples throughout 
the world that some progress might be 
made for enduring peace. 

It has been clear to me for some time 
past that the Soviet Government and its 
leaders do not propose to negotiate in a 
sincere earnest spirit or in a whole
hearted manner for peaceful settlement 
of pending international questions. 

To the contrary, the evidence before us 
which includes a long list of broken trea
ties and agreements indicates that the 
Soviet is intent upon using international 
conferences like the summit conference 
as a sounding board for a continual •,ar
rage of Soviet propaganda. President 
Eisenhower himself has recently voiced 
this conviction. 

Under the circumstances, it is hard to 
envision how any real gain can stem 
from such procedures. In fact, it is pos
sible that the cause of peace may be set 
back rather than advanced. I see no 
good that can possibly come from the 
petty bickering, grotesque proposals, 
and flamboyant utterances that ema
nate from Soviet representatives at the 
conference. It is an act of pure futility 
to try to negotiate anything with leaders 
who do not sincerely seek results from 
negotiations but, on the other hand, uti
lize them merely to broadcast false 
accusations, distortions of truth, and 
implications of bad faith against repre
sentatives of the free world, particu
larly those of our own Nation. 

The equitable settlement of the Ger
man problem is of greatest importance 
to world peace. It is a problem that 

should have been settled by the victors 
of World War II long ago. It is a prob.o 
lem on which the free world cannot and 
must not compromise its principles. 
There is, to be sure, room for honest ne· 
gotiations and latitude for honest pro· 
posals, but only bad will and increased 
tension can possibly flow from the circus 
sideshow atmosphere created by the· in
sincere proposals and utterances of So
viet representatives. 

If there is no change in the Soviet 
attitude toward these negotiations, it 
would be far better for our representa
tives not to continue the futility of seek
ing a solution when there is no purpose 
on the part of the Soviet to arrive at a 
solution. This would bring disappoint
ment and disheartenment to a great 
many people, I know, but it would be 
far better to face the situation realisti
cally than to continue with the droll 
buffoonery or bluff, bluster, and propa
ganda which is currently characterizing 
the discussions. 

In view of what is transpiring at the 
conference only a miracle can bring 
about constructive results. But the free 
world will pray that the Soviet attitude 
may change and that the light of reason 
and rationality may soon be shed upon 
the deliberations else they conclude in 
frustration and disappointment. At 
least we can hope and work for the best. 
RESOLUTION UNANIMOUSLY ADOPTED BY MEM-

BERS OF RELIGIOUS, CIVIC, AND PATRIOTIC OR
GANIZATIONS ON SUNDAY, MAY 10, 1959, AT 
THE POLISH NATIONAL HOME OF GLEN COVE 
AND VICINITY, INC., 10 HENDRICK AVENUE, 

CITY OF GLEN CovE, COUNTY OF NASSAU, 

N.Y. 
Resolved, That on the 168tr. anniversary 

of the Polish Constitution Day we again 
pause in our daily tasks to honor the gal
lant and historic Polish nation, and to pay 
fitting tribute to the indomitable Poles, who 
throughout the centuries ha.ve struggled, 
bled, and died to perpetuate the liberties of 
Poland as well as other nations, and to 
serve the cause of human freedom in the 
world. 

Inspired by the heroism, sacrifice, and de
votion to freedom of the many great leaders 
and people of Polish blood who, in the past, 
have striven for Polish independence, on 
this occasion we renew our pledge of loyal
ty to the principles of freedom, justice, and 
democracy for which the people of the United 
States and of Poland have always stood and 
fought. 
· We are proud of our blessed heritage
proud that the Polish people have never for
feited their rights-proud that, with incon
querable spirit against overwhelming odds, 
they have fought to uphold their liberties. 

In this great crisis which threatens per
sonal liberty and free government everywhere 
and which will test whether the world will 
continue to enjoy liberty or will be cast into 
the bondage of ruthless tyranny, we call upon 
our own Government and the other govern
ments assembled at the approaching summit 
conference as follows: 

1. That nothing shall be agreed upon at 
that conference which will result in further 
appeasement of the evil forces of world com
munism. 
· 2. That the nations concerned insist upon 
decent, humane treatment for the Polish 
people and the people of other nations cur
rently embraced in the Soviet satellite sys
tem who are at present denied all ordinary 
human rights by Communist compulsion and 
violence. 

3. That the right of self-determination be 
respected and acknowledged and that the 
cause of liberation of helpless subject peoples 
be recognized and sustained by every pos
sible means by the free nations of the earth. 

4. That the historic boundaries of Poland 
1n the east, as solemnly agreed upon by the 
Soviet Government at the Council of Riga 
in 1921, and in the west along the Oder and 
Neisse Rivers, as established at Potsdam in 
August 1945, be now recognized by the So
viet, the summit conference, and the United 
Nations. 

5. That the governments in question shall 
make no concessions motivated by fear of 
Soviet nuclear warfare, or for any other rea
son which will weaken the ramparts of the 
free world, but on the other hand, shall take 
a strong, uncompromising position against 
tyranny and oppressions and in favor of the 
recognition of the full independence, free
dom, and self-determination of all nations. 

It is the profound sense of this meeting 
that human freedom could well be destroyed 
and lost to the Marxist hordes by any show
ing of weakness. 

At the same time, it is our firm conviction 
that human freedom, independence of free 
nations, and the personal liberty of mankind 
can and will be saved for ourselves and for 
posterity, and liberation of the oppressed 
and helpless can be best achieved, by a fear
less, united stand against Soviet aims and 
actions, by the unalterable will and determi
nation of freedom-loving peoples to retain, 
at all costs, the precious blessings of liberty 
and justice under the ~iving God. · 

B'NAI B'RITH CONVENTION 
Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise. and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, a 5-day 

triennial B'nai B'rith convention is cur
rently being held in Israel. Delegates of 
this Jewish service organization from 
America include a past president of the 
Seattle Lodge, one of my close personal 
friends, Albert Youngman. Through 
him I have become familiar with the 
community service and welfare work of 
the Jews in my district and, of course, 
likewise throughout the entire country. 

I was much interested to read a news 
report from this first convention to be 
held outside the United States. It 
quoted B'nai B'rith president, Philip M. 
Klutznick, of Park Forest, Ill., to the ef
fect that Jewish life was not in jeopardy 
in the non-Communist world. 

On the other hand, last Sunday in 
New York City the Reverend Dr. Leo 
Jung, spiritual leader of the New York 
Jewish Center, pointed up in a speech 
that the opposite situation exists in Com
munist Russia. Dr. Jung warned of So
viet efforts to destroy Judaism behind 
the Iron Curtain. He said constant 
pressures upon religious Jews by Soviet 
Government fiat were leading to indi
vidual assimilation and group extinction. 

Let us not forget these contrasts when 
the foreign ministers are meeting in Ge
neva or even when Mr. Gromyko comes 
over to attend the funeral of Mr. Dulles 
who was a dedicated and uncompromis
ing advocate of freedom and individual 
rights. 
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PASSPORT REGULATION 

The SPEAKER. Under the previous 
order of. the House, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. CoLLIER] is recognized for 
15 minutes. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, within 
a matter of just a few days, a year will 
have passed since the Supreme Court 
rendered its decision in the case of Kent 
against John Foster Dulles. 

This ruling opened the gates to un
limited travel abroad by native-grown 
subversives, communists, and their fel
low travelers. 

As of today, Congress has failed to 
act in correcting the dangerous situa
tion which this decision created. 

Just 2 days after that decision was 
rendered by the Supreme Court, I intro
duced the first legislation in this House 
which would authorize the Secretary of 
State to use the same discretion in is
suing passports that had been exercised 
by the Department of State even in 
times when the conditions of our na
tional security were not as significant 
as they are today. 

Since that time, ·eight bills have been 
introduced to amend the Passport Act 
of 1926 so as to reinvest in the State 
Department the legal power to deny 
passports to those who are established 
communists or have engaged in com
munist activities. 

I might add that I reintroduced my 
bill at the start of this session of Con
gress because ·no action was taken last 
year as I definitely feel it should. 

Other legislation of a little different 
composition but designed to carry out 
the purpose of my bill wa·s forthcoming 
at the start of this session also. 

Needless to say, it does not make a 
great deal of difference what bill is ulti
mately passed by this Congress. just as 
long as the purpose is accomplished. 

After all the ·years and the time and 
money -that was spent to unveil Com
munists in this country, including many 
right in the Government itself, it seems 
ironical that we should be at all hesi
tant to close the door to the :flow of 
subversives through proper legislation. 

The late John Foster Dulles submitted 
to Congress a draft bill 11 months ago 
urging adoption of this legislation in the 
interest of national security. 

Let there be no mistake about this. 
I believe the right of any American to 
travel is basically as right, as proper, 
and as necessary as freedom of speech, 
and freedom of the press. But, as Col
umnist Roscoe Drummond so aptly de
scribes it, freedom of speech is restricted 
by the laws of libel and restraints 
against yelling "fire" in a theater when 
there is no fire. 

So some restriction on freedom travel 
is proper when such travel can be 
abuse·d to the point of clear and present 
danger. 

Last year the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs and the Senate Com
mittee on Foreign Relations held hear
ings on this subject. Both the House 
and Senate Committee on the Judiciary 
and the House Committee on Un-Amer
ican Activities have similar _measures 
pending. 

The net result is that nothing tangible 
has been accomplished. 

Certainly everyone who is acquainted 
with the case of Boris Morris, for 10 
years a counterspy employed secretly 
by the FBI, knows well how espionage 
works right under the noses of unsus
pecting Americans. 

We know, too, that one of the essen
tials of any conspiracy is for the con
spiring parties to get together from time 
to time. 

·One of the real advantages we have 
had in controlling or countering the net
work of Communist conspirators in the 
United States was that our counter
intelligence agencies have been able to 
keep a close watch on commies and their 
fellow travelers. 

It was possible through this close 
scrutiny not only to discover enemy 
·agents but to' keep a close surveillance 
over them at all times. . 

It is hani to estimate how much po
tential sabotage and espionage in mili
tary affairs has been prevented because 
of careful surveillance of fifth column 
elements. 

Instead, today we are faced with per
mitting avowed Communists and their 
fellow travelers to move abroad at their 
very whim and to travel with passports 
bearing the seal of the United States. 

We use national security as an alibi 
whenever it so pleases us to affect all 
types of legislation. We tack national 
security onto a dozen and one spending 
bills to make them more palatable. 

Yet we do nothing about a situation 
which permits Communists to scoot from 
the sight of our FBI agents almost at 
will. 

Under this arrangement even foreign 
agents may move back and forth here 
and abroad because the decision of the 
Supreme Court in the Kent against 
Dulles case has .simply frustrated the 
program so effectively administered until 
a year ago. 

Here is the crux of the whole problem. 
The Supreme Court ruling simply states 
that the Congress has not given the 
Secretary of State authority to withhold 
any passport except in cases of definite 
proof that the applicant is fleeing from 
justice. 

Legislation to spell out the desire of 
Congress to give such .a.uthority to those 
agencies of Government charged with 
the responsi'Qility of our national se
curity, requires. only the action of this 
body. 

It seems to me that this legislation 
is important enough to the security of 
every American to do something about it 
one way or the other. 
. I see no reason why this bill should 

not be reported. I feel sure there are 
many other Members of this House who 
feel as I do about passage of legislation 
to plug the loophole which now exists. 

On the other hand, if the majority of 
the Members of this House do not feel 
that this is good legislation; then they 
should be given an opportunity to be 
recorded in opposition to it. 
. I conte:J;ld that we Will be failing in our 

duty and responsibility if we fail: to 
take some action during this session of 

Congress. By simply letting it · die in 
committee with adjournment for the 
second straight year, we would be remiss 
in one of our most important duties and 
rysponsibili ties. 

BONG AIR FORCE BASE, WIS. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

THORNBERRY). Under the previous or
der of the House, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. FLYNN] is recognized for 
30 minutes. 

Mr. FLYNN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
defense of the Air Force and defense 
of this body in approving the plans pre
sented to us by the Air Force, and in de
fense of the plans of the military in de
ciding that there was need for another 
base for the Air Force to be built in the 
area of Racine and Kenosha, Wisconsin. 
The people of this area are concerned 
and are somewhat disturbed because of 
various statements that have been and 
are currently being uttered by Members 
of this body, some in favor of and some 
against the continuation of the building 
of Bong Air Base at a cost of something 
over $83 million. 

This body approved the construction 
of this base to be turned over to the 
Strategic Air Command, believing that 
it was necessary in the defense of the 
United States. We know that the Stra
tegic Air Command has assigned to it 
the basic defense of this country in the 
event of attack. We know that the 
Strategic Air Command has for years 
developed bases not only in this country 
but also throughout the world in order 
that it might be able, adequately and 
properly, to defend this country in the 
event of attack, and that they might be 
able to counterattack against those 
countries who would dare any such act 
upon the integrity of our soil or our peo
ple. They-have said that this base is 
necessary. Committees of this Congress 
have reviewed their testimony and have 
decided that the base is necessary. Mil
lions of dollars have been appropriated by 
this Congress. Yet statements are being 
made that this base is filled with waste, 
frills, and extravagance, that we are 
building into this base swimming pools, 
steamrooms, squash courts, bowling 
alleys, stores for the purchase of vari
ous commodities, that this constitutes 
luxuries and frills which should not in 
thiS modern day and age exist on a mili
tary base. 

I have here in my hand cartoons and 
editorials that have appeared in every 
one of the major papers in my district 
within the past week. 

Some are in favor of it and some are 
against, but most of them view the sit
uation with alarm and are wondering 
whether or not there is waste. I feel it 
i& important that we discuss this matter 
here Qn the :floor of the House. 

(·Mr. -REUSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLYNN. I yield to the gentle
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. REUSS. I am very much inter
ested in the remarks of my very good 
friend and colleague, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. FLYNNJ. 
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I want to say at this time that I . com
mend him for bringing this subject to 
the floor for discussion. I agree 
thoroughly with him. It is important 
that it be discussed. So often, you know, 
matters involving millions and millions 
of dollars do not get proper scrutiny. 
Sometimes they are not even presented 
in detail to the various House commit
tees, such as the House Committee on 
Appropriations. Therefore, it is a real 
public service that the gentleman is per
forming by framing the issue for debate 
here this afternoon, and I want to com
mend him for it. 

Mr. FLYNN. I thank the gentle
man. I know of the great interest of 
the gentleman, and would say further 
that certain of the statements he has 
released have brought this matter 
sharply to the attention of the people. 
I thank the gentleman for his contribu
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, we are living in 1959. 
Many of the bases of the Air Force 
were built years ago. The Kitty Hawk 
was built years ago, and we would no 
more expect the Air Force today ,to build 
one of its modern airplanes of the type 
of the Kitty Hawk than we would ex
pect the Air Force to build an airbase 
today of the type that the Kitty Hawk 
flew off of when it first took to the air. 

This body has found that in training 
one airman the Government has an ex
pense of over $40,000. When these men 
are drafted into the service, living under 
the conditions that previously existed in 
the older type of air field, with no accom
modations comparable to those in civil
ian life, we found them leaving the serv
ice as soon as their tour of duty was over. 
This. body decided, when the military 
program changed from one of compul
sory service, to an inducement service 
that we would have to change the type of 
accommodations a:trorded our military 
people. 

When we enacted legislation to pro
vide Capehart housing we decided to give 
our airmen homes at a cost of $16,500, 
homes that were comparable to those 
which they might enjoy in civilian life, 
so that they, their wives and families, 
would want the member of the Air Force 
to reenlist when his time was up. They 
are not luxurious accommodations, but 
they are normal accommodations, such 
as the civilians enjoyed. 

We have found that it was cheaper for 
the Government to furnish the Capehart 
homes than it was to give them the tents 
and the old type of barracks that form
erly existed upon· military bases. The 
same is true with swimming pools, the 
gymnasium, and the bowling alley. 

On this base there will be some 20,000 
people, including the families and those 
who will work around the base. Unless 
these people are a:trorded the same type 
of service that they can get in their vari
ous civilian communities, the same type 
of service that we in the Congress enjoy 
in the steamroom accommodations here 
and the other athletic facilities that are 
furnished, they are not going to reenlist 
when their term of service is up. They 
would disassociate themselves at that 
time, go back into civilian life, and the 
Air Force must train new personnel, 

young men, at a cost on each occasion of 
in excess of $40,000. 

I ask you, is it more prudent, is it 
better economics, when building a new 
airbase, to build in the bowling alley, 
the swimming pool, yes, a squash court 
at a moderate cost, than to continue 
in the years ahead to pay $40,000 for the 
training of each new airman? 

Is the Air Force wrong, in recognition 
of this fact, in asking their architects 
to draw plans which include these fa
cilities? I say it is not waste, it is not 
extravagance. It is prudent, it is recog
nizing the modern day in which we live, 
it· is recognizing the fact that we must 
keep our military installations on a par 
with civilian life if we are to keep these 
men, men who are experienced in flying 
these large planes today, in the serv
ice, if we are to induce these men tore
enlist and make a career out of flying, 
rather than to make it just a 3-year 
stint in their lives, a period between 
enlistment in the service and the taking 
up of civilian duties. 

Now, the time is running short and I 
realize it is late in the day, and there 
are many things I would like to say. 
But, suffice it to say that I was com
pelled to bring this matter to the at
tention of this body for your considera
tion so that the matter could be thrown 
open, so that charges of waste and ex
travagance could either be proven or so 
t~at those of us who might be inclined 
to make such charges would recognize 
that the charges were wrong and would 
not incite the civilian population, would 
not bring discredit upon the Air Force, 
their plans and their programs for the 
building of this base, and for the build
ing of any other military base that they 
might decide to build in the future. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLYNN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. REUSS. I notice that the gentle
man in his opening remarks said-I 
think I heard him right-that this body, 
the Congress, had approved the plans for 
the Bong Air Force Base. I take it what 
the gentleman meant was that this Con
gress authorized the construction of the 
base and has from time to time voted 
appropriations for it. I do not take it 
that the gentleman meant to suggest 
that any congressional committee has 
approved the detailed architectural 
plans for Bong Air Force Base for the 
inclusion of certain items, such as squash 
courts or Turkish baths or indoor swim
ming pools or bowling alley or hi-:ft 
equipment. 

Mr. FLYNN. This body has approved 
the basic request made by the Air Force 
for the construction of Bong Air Force 
Base in Wisconsin. They have appropri
ated the funds and they have approved 
the retaining of an architectural firm 
from Omaha, Nebr., to draw what they 
call definitive plans, preliminary plans. 
These deftnitives as drawn by the Daly 
architectural firm in Omaha, Nebr., have 
been presented to the Members of Con
gress-! have one in my hands-and 
from these plans are now being drawn 
by other architectural concerns minute 
details under which this base is going to 

be built. However, these definitive plans 
do indicate that at the request of the 
Air Force, the architectural firm include 
therein a six-lane bowling alley. And I 
point out that for 20,000 people six alleys 
in number are not excessive. 

I point out further that according to 
the remarks made by the gentleman in 
a recent newspaper article that appeared 
under his name, that the surrounding 
territory, the cities of Racine and Ke
nosha, located some 20 miles from the 
base, had adequate facilities. From a 
very careful investigation, I find that 
that is entirely incorrect. The city of 
Racine has but one public swimming 
pool and recreation room. It is located 
in the YMCA. It was designed for use 
by 75 people. At present there are 125 
full-time paying members of the Health 
Club, and many individuals using it on 
a daily fee basis. Almost an identical 
situation exists in the city of Kenosha. 

I want to point out also that the men 
in the Air Force not only fly these planes, 
but they are on 24-hour alert. There 
are only a few days-I b.elieve 2 days-in 
the week when they have free time. 
When these men are through flying, they 
come back to the base and they go on a 
24-hour alert and must be available. 
Not only that, but under arrangements 
and guarantees made by the Air Force, 
these same men must be not on the 
ground but up in the air with these 
planes on a 15-minute alert. The major 
defense of this Nation at the present 
time is ·dependent upon the Air Force for 
filling its obligation and its promises. 
And, I point out that these men could 
not travel 15; 18, 20, or 25 miles to the 
city of Milwaukee or Racine or Kenosha 
to take a steam bath or play volleyball or 
use the squash courts or the gymnasium 
in 15 minutes, when they have to main
tain a 15-minute alert on the base. 
This base is being built about 25 miles 
from any large city; yes, 45 miles from 
Chicago, 25 miles from Milwaukee. It is 
a long distance from any large city. 
And, when you have these men on 24-
hour service, it is incumbent upon the 
Government to furnish our men ade
quate and reasonable athletic and rec
reational facilities, both for themselves, 
their families, and their friends. They 
cannot be expected to take a bus or car 
and drive 25 miles to take a swim or use 
a tennis or volleyball court on an eve
ning. Therefore I say that any modern 
base or any other base built away from 
metropolitan centers of necessity must 
have reasonabl·e athletic and recrea
tional facilities and that it would be a 
waste of the taxpayers' money, and poor 
judgment, and squandering, to build a 
base of the type we used in the 1800's. 
We are living in the 1960's, and today we 
must build a base geared to 1960 defense, 
geared to an Air Force that is going to 
operate in all kinds of weather. I have 
said before it would be ridiculous to 
build a base of the type that the Wrights 
flew off Kitty Hawk. I feel that in ap
proving the general program and appro
priating a large share of the $83 million 
that is going to be required for the base, 
it is good judgment to provide these 
facilities. And, I believe that the com
mittees who ll.ave undoubtedly looked 
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over the plaits undoubtedly· knew there 
were going to be these facilities. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLYNN. I shall be glad to. 
Mr. REUSS. Is the gentleman posi

tive that the Congress, or any commit
tee of the Congress, has actually ap
proved the specific items I have men
tioned? I am under the impression that 
the Committee on Appropriations and 
the Congress in acting on appropriation 
bills merely approved general sums to be 
spent for the Bong Air Force Base and 
definitely has not acted one way or the 
other on these specific items which I 
mentioned. 

Mr. FLYNN. The gentleman is cor
rect. This Congress on matters such as 
this does not get into specifics. How
ever, committees of Congress usually do. 
A few days ago, I believe roughly 2 
weeks ago, this Congress approved in the 
military construction authorization bill 
the expenditure of some $23 million for 
the Bong Air Base. There were several 
Members of this House, many of them 
from our State, who refused to vote for 
the entire military construction bill for 
the sole reason, as they informed me 
personally, that this .appropriation bill 
of some $1,800 million included $23 mil
lion or thereabouts for the construction 
of the Bong Air Base. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. FLYNN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. REUSS. I, myself, did vote for 

. that military construction bill, and I 
was not the least put off by the inclusion 

: of this- amount for the Bong Air Force 
Base, because, while, as the gentleman 
knows, I differed with the fundamental 
posi-tion to put it there, once it was de-

, cided to put it there, -I went ahead and 
voted the -appropriations. . 

:Mr: FLYNN. The. gentleman did. 
The gentleman has been very liberal in 
voting for the appropriations. I know 
that fundamentally he is as interested 
in the base as I am. I know the gentle
man's sole interest is to s'ee to it that we 
do not waste the taxpayers' money, the 
money which his people will pay, as well 
as mine. 

Mr. REUSS. May I further say that 
the $23 million recently voted in the 
authorization bill for the Bong Air Base 
did not contain any of the items which 
I have been questioning, and which I 
have questioned this afternoon. There 
was a complete listing given before the 
Armed Services Committee by the Air 
Force personnel when they came up and 
testified, and none of the items which I 
consider borderline or wasteful items 
were included. 

Mr. FLYNN. Mr. Speaker, if I may 
explain this to the gentleman. This 
base has groupings of buildings into 
what they call five composites. These 
buildings are not being constructed all 
at one time. Separate contracts are be
ing let for them, and they are coming 
to this Congress and asking for appro
priations as they are prepared to build 
a new set of composites. 

It may well be that the buildings to 
which the gentleman refers, that were 
approved recently, did not have these 

recreational facilities in them. But 
when they come to this Congress for 
the money to build a community center, 
which is the group arou·nd which these 
recreational facilities will be built, then, 
of course, they will need the money that 
we are talking about here today. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLYNN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Did I under
stand the gentleman to say that he feels 
that all other bases similarly situated
that is, apart from a metropolitan cen
ter-ought to have similar accommo
dations, such as bowling alleys and 
steam rooms, and so forth? 

Mr. FLYNN. Yes; I do. I had the 
privilege and pleasure during the Easter 
recess, because of this base going in my 
district, to travel to Omaha, Nebr., 
which is the home of the Air Force and 
to go through the entire base located 
there, much of which is underground. 
I found there that this base, although it 
is beautiful at this time, was one of the 
old type bases that had to be entirely 
renovated and remodeled. I found there 
that they had no adequate officers' 
quarters. The officers themselves, 
through subscription, through the rais
ing of money, built a very lovely officers' 
quarters. There was some small con
tribution from funds other than their 
own, but the great bulk of the money 
that went into the officers' quarters was 
money that they contributed. 

I found also in talking to the men in 
charge that this is one of the great prob
lems that the Air -Force is having. 
There are some 60-odd bases through
out the world, not only in this country, 
but throughout the world, and they have 
inadequate recreationai and athletic fa
cilities for their. people. Their men, 
therefore, sometimes because they, 
themselves, are dissatisfied and some
times because their wives and families 
are dissatisfied, have a tendency to 
leave the service. Then the service must 
train new personnel. It was they who 
asked, some of those who subscribed, 
who asked for better homes. That is, 
it was at their urging, largely, that this 
Congress was prompted to adopt the 
Capehart Housing Project. They are at
tempting to remodel the older bases and 
bring them up to standard so as to keep 
their personnel and have a modern sys
tem of bases, not only just one or two. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER . . Specifically, 
does the gentleman know of other bases 
recently constructed or currently under 
construction which have the same fa
cilities and accommodations, which have 
been the focal point of this discussion? 

Mr. FLYNN. To my knowledge, this 
is the only one currently under con
struction, although I have information 
to the effect that in the future-not in 
.the immediate future-there will be 
three more bases, in addition, and I pre
sume the same request will be made for 
them. 

As I said, with reference to the 60 
bases that they have throughout the 
world, many of these facilities are es
tablished through solicitation of the air
men, themselves, or through the com-

munities attempting to get at least offi
cers' quarters adequate to take care of 
the needs of the people. 

Also I traveled to Lincoln, Nebr., on 
the same trip and there found that they, 
too had built, not as nice, but an entirely 
adequate officers' quarters for the air
men who are stationed at the airbase 
at Lincoln, Nebr., which is some 50 miles 
away from the home base at Omaha. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. I thank the 
gentleman. 

AIR FORCE RECREATIONAL 
FACILITIES 

The SPEAKER. Under the previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. REuss] is recognized for 
30 minutes. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
time to direct the attention of the 
House to some of the matters which 
have just been discussed by my good 
friend and colleague, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. FLYNN]. I think 
it is entirely in order that Congress take 
a look at what the Air Force proposes to 
do with this first superbase at Bong 
Airfield in Wisconsin because, as the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FLYNN] 
said, they may have this in mind for 
other bases, and what would run into 
perhaps a million dollars at the Wiscon
sin base could ultimately run into hun
dreds of millions of dollars just as the 
original request for the Air Force Acad
emy was $146 million and finally, when 
the Comptroller General got through 
making his report, ·the recorded cost 
came to $1'76 million for the Air Force 
Academy. If you add any related costs 
for Capehart housing and additional 
plant improvements, the. total cost ac-

. cording to the General Accounting 
Office comes to $269 million. This cost
plus method of construction, if I may 
use the phrase, should be enough to put 
the Congress on its mettle where the 
Department of the Air Force is con
cerned, so that we can in each case de
termine that, while the Air Force 
should have every penny that it needs 
to see to the health and recreation of and 
decent environment for the fine young 
men and women who are members of 
our Air Force, at the same time we al
ways ask the question: Is a particular 
facility really necessary? Can the job 
be done with a lesser outlay of the tax
payers' dollars? Because we must re
member that every dollar that we spend 

·on something that is not necessary 
·means a dollar off of what is so highly 
necessary for our national defense: 
construction of intercontinental ballis
tic missiles, the defense against jets, 
better defense against submarines, con
ventional warfare, and all the things 
that we are not doing which we ought 
to be doing. 

But let me again thank the gentleman 
.from Wisconsin [Mr. FLYNN] for bring ... 
ing up the matter here, on the floor. 
It is perfectly true this has not yet 
been debated before the Congress. It 
has not yet been the subject of a com
mittee inquiry, and it is high time the 
Members had an opportunity to look 
at the issues. I have objected, and the 
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gentleman from Wisconsin reports me 
correctly, to certain items. I have ob
jected to the inclusion in plans for the 
Bong Air Force Base of squash courts, 
of Turkish baths, massage rooms, in
door swimming pool, hi-fi shops and one 
or two other items. The reason I ob
ject to the inclusion of the squash 
courts, the Turkish baths, the massage 
rooms and the indoor swimming pool, is 
that it does not seem to me to be really 
essential to the health, relaxation, and 
recreational well-being of the Air Force 
personnel. I am not attempting to run 
down squash. It is a game in which in 
my day I have participated and I have 
gotten a good deal of enjoyment out of. 
And I certainly do not want to say any 
unkind things about steam bath or mas
sages or a dip in a pool. They are very 
pleasant and at times are even benefi
cial. But I would like to ask this: Is 
there competent medical testimony that 
a good workout in an all-purpose gym
nasium, and I am all for an all-purpose 
gymnasium, like a game of basketball 
or a game of badminton or volley ball or 
calisthenics followed by a shower-is 
there competent medical testimony that 
that is inferior from the standpoint of 
health to a game of squash or a steam 
room treatment or a dip in a pool? Is 
squash the only exercise that can un
wind an airman after a long flight and 
is that the only adequate recreation, 
as the gentleman says, for the airmen 
and the ground personnel and their 
families and friends? I think not. The 
same goes for these other ideas for a 
somewhat similar game, the game of 
court tennis which was a game that used 
to be played with great enjoyment by 
Louis XV of France. A court tennis 
court costs around $1 million. It is a 
most enjoyable game and, indeed, a 
healthy game. Surely the gentleman 
would not suggest that we make court 
tennis courts standard equipment on all 
our airbases. If an airman or civilian 
personnel attached to an airbase wants 
to play squash, there is at least one other 
court in the State of -Wisconsin at the 
University Club in Milwaukee. It is a 
really good court and I will be delighted 
to help him get guest privileges there if 
he wants to drive in to enjoy this form 
of relaxation. I, like so many others, 
was in the military service for a good 
part of World War II. During that en
tire period, I spent time at Camp 
. Joseph T. Robinson and Camp Van 
Darn and Fort Benning and many an
other paradise of the :t:nilitary. I never 
saw an indoor pool or a squash court or 
a turkish bath or a massage chamber 
built at the taxpayer's expense. I be
lieve we can give our servicemen ade
quate recreational facilities without 
wasting tax dollars. It is these extras 
that go beyond the normal worthy rec
reational requirements that I object to. 

Just this morning I called the Turkish 
Embassy to ask them whether the Turk
ish Army had Turkish baths, and I was 
informed that in all the length and 
breadth of Turkey, taking into account 
every military, naval, or air installation 
they had, there is not one single Turkish: 
bath there. It seems to me that if the 
Turkish Army can get along without 

Turkish baths. certainly American air
men can. 

Now we get to bowling alleys. Bowling 
is a great sport, certainly, but I suggest 
that just 17 miles away in Wisconsin 
there are more than 100 bowling estab
lishments available which would be just 
delighted to take care of the service
men. What the situation is in Racine 
and Kenosha I do not know, but I do 
know that Milwaukee has more than 
adequate facilities. 

As to hi-fi, I know that in any of the 
large nearby cities there are shops that 
have available adequate material in this 
line and they would have no difficulty 
getting their needs met. 

There are excellent schools and uni
versities nearby. The University of Wis
consin is an eminent university only a 
few miles away. It seems to me their 
needs can be supplied by existing educa
tional facilities and institutions and thus 
great savings be made for the taxpayers. 

As I have said before, I have had my 
objections to putting Bong Air Force 
Base where it is in the first instance. I 
could not quite see why they should put 
a strategic bombing base so far from its 
only potential target and right athwart 
the Milwaukee-Chicago air traffic lane. 
I objected to the fact that the civilian 
traffic in general from the airport at 
Milwaukee will be seriously discombobu
lated by activities at the Bong Air Force 
Base. I objected to the fact that traffic 
between Milwaukee and Chicago will 
have to detour to the middle of Lake 
Michigan to get out of the approach lane 
to the Bong base. There were many ob

. jections to this location for the Bong Air 
·Force Base. It could be located at other 
places and result in economy in gov
ernment. 

One of the reasons the Air Force in
sisted on putting the Bong Air Force 
Base with its potential 5,000 men there 
was that it was close to the city of 
Milwaukee and also to Racine, and Ke
nosha, and Chicago, with their magnifi
cent cultural and recreational facilities. 
Now that they have placed it very close 
to these major metropolitan centers they 
insist on decorating it with extras as if 
it were set on a mountain top or in a 
remote desert. The gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. KASTENMEIER], in a col
loquy with the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. FLYNN], indicated it should 
have been installed elsewhere . 

I know that the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. KASTENMEIER] iS proud of 
Truax Field, which is located in the 
largest city in his district, the city of 
Madison. It is located very close, less 
than 5 miles from town, and at Truax 
Field there are some 2,346 military per
sonnel, two Air Force interceptor squad
rons, or about half the military person
nel that will be at the Bong Air Force 
Base. At this base they do not have 
a swimming pool, bowling alleys, squash 
court, steB.mbaths or massage, hi-:tl 
shops, and these other things. Not even 
a gymnasium. 

Then there is another large military 
installation in northwestern Wisconsin, 
Camp McCoy, which was built to house 
30,000 men. At this base there is no 
squash court, no steamroom, no mas-

sage room, no· Tutkish baths, no bowling 
alleys, no indoor pool, and no gymna
sium. If this base, often used by more 
than 30,000 men, could get along with
out these frills, why are they so neces
sary at the much smaller installation in 
the Racine area which is so much closer 
to the major cities? 

Then another consideration is the 
question of the permanence of this field 
and others. Without revealing military 
secrets, it is ·possible they may not be 
too permanent due to the developments 
that are taking place in the field of 
missiles. It seems to me it is common 
knowledge that the pattern of our stra
tegic air force is going to be changed, as 
I say, due to missile advances. Will this 
make this installation obsolete in a very 
short number of years? The Air Force 
has upon occasion practically conceded 
that this could happen. Then why 
should it sink vast sums of money into 
elaborate facilities, facilities which could 
be left out or cut in cost or elaborate
ness, and which ought in my opinion to 
be cut? 

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
FLYNN] has, as I say, made a very valu
able contribution by bringing this issue 
here to the floor. However, I sincerely 
believe that there are major faults with 
the Bong Air Force Base. I think they 
ought to take a long second look at it. 

I think if it does so it will save the 
taxpayers millions of dollars. 

I know that the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. FLYNN] is a Member gen
uinely dedicated to economy and ef
ficiency in Government, and I hope, 
therefore, he will join with me in scruti
nizing closely these items because I am 
deeply convinced if he does so scrutinize 
these items he will end up by agreeing 
with me that our Air Force should take 
a second look before pressing them. 

Mr. FLYNN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FLYNN. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. I want to say that 
that I will be most happy, and I think 
the people of our area will be looking to 
us to make just the type of investigation 
and analysis of which he spoke. I will 
be most happy to join with him so that 
we may come to a definite conclusion 
as to ·whether or not waste is being 
committed. 

I would like to mention three things 
on which the gentleman commented. 
First, the gentleman referred to waste 
and extravagance that is possibly exist
ing in the new Air Academy that is 
being built. The gentleman is a very, 
very fine lawyer and knows that in a 
courtroom any reference to another 
matter is irrelevant and cannot be ad
mitted into evidence. We cannot by 
reference to something that we admit 
has probably become either corrupt or 
where something has gone wrong ryith 
an entirely different installation claim 
that something is wrong with Bong Air 
Base. 

We have heard on the :floor of the 
House statements by several of our very 
honorable Members that there was 
something wrong in the expenditure of 
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money at the Air Academy; however, 
there has been no such charge about the 
Bong Air Base. Bong must stand on its 
own feet. I do not believe the appro
priations that have been recommended· 
for Bong Air Base should be criticized 
until we have heard that the Air Force 
is exceeding the appropriations they 
have asked for, and we should not at
tempt to arouse the feeling of the people 
because of waste and extravagance on 
some other air base. 

Mr. REUSS. If I may interrupt the 
gentleman, I recognize that under strict 
courtroom rules it may not be possible to 
bring up the matter of what happened 
at the Air Force Academy out in Colo
rado; however, I call the gentleman's 
attention to an old legal maxim; "ex
travagantis in unius, extravagantis in 
omnia," if you are wasteful in one thing 
you may be wasteful in others. To me 
that is a Latin maxim that applies to 
the Air Force. · 

Mr. FLYNN. Yes; and we are very 
familiar with the guilt-by-association 
doctrine that was developed by one of our 
Representatives of late memory. I would 
not want to apply the doctrine that he 
so ably developed of guilt by association 
to the military. I would not want us to 
become guilty of saying what we charge 
him with saying in the recent past. 

I would like further to say this : There 
was reference made to a crown type of 
tennis court costing a million dollars. 
The inference could only be that some 
such expenditure would be involved in a 
squash court. I have no figures on the 
construction of a squash court, but the 
gentleman will admit, I am sure, that 
the construction of a squash court in
volves only a small amount of money, 
a small percentage of a million dollars. 
I do not know what it would be, but I be
lieve it would be perhaps a few thousand 
dollars at the most would go into the 
construction of squash court. 

Finally, I want to say this country has 
come to a new appreciation, a new sense 
of values, as far as .the military is con
cerned. In the past, and prior to the de
velopment of air power modern trans
portation and atomic bombs, we had two 
peace~ul seas that prote'cted this country. 
We relied on them for defense. ·we had 
only a small standing Army. We con
scripted men into the service only in time 
of a national emergency. Since the ad
vent of World War II we have found it 
necessary to maintain large standing 
armies and reserves in the various 
branches of our services. So we have 
gone from the day when l;>oys spent from 
1 to 2 years in the service through con
scription to the day when we are asking 
people to make a career out of the mili-

( tary service. In order to encourage this 
we have to provide retirement systems 
and pensions so that they will spend 
their entire productive years in the serv
ice. Therefore, we must change our con
ception of the type of military barracks 
that we have. No longer can we have 
barracks of a room and a cot. We must 
provide homes for married men, we must 
give them the same type of comparable 
facilities that they would have in civilian 
life. If we do not, the cost to this coun
try is going to amount to many million 
dollars more than if we provided these 

educational ·and recreational facilities 'in 
the new bases that we have built, and un
less we modernize some of the older bases, 
at least to provide a minimum amount of 
these same facilities. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. REUSS. I could not agree with 

the gentleman more that adequate rec
reational facilities and a decent en
vironment are essential for the men in 
our armed services. However, my 
point is that before we provide squash 
courts, hi-fi rooms, and massage cham
bers at Bong Air Force Base for the 
limited number that can use them, we 
ought to see that the men at Truax 
Field, at Camp McCoy, and at 100 other 
installations get something approximat
ing a bare minimum of amenities. I 
am opposed to setting up a new base at 
which the facilities are so out of line 
with those existing at 100 others. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr~ Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentle
man from Wisconsin. -
. Mr. KASTENMEIER. I would like 
to ask my c-olleague just what we are 
talking about here in terms of money. 
bo you have any approximation as to 
what might be saved by eliminating 
these so-called frills at Bong? 

Mr. REUSS. I believe a good look at 
the $90 million plan set up by the Air 
Force at this Bong Air Force Base could 
save close to a million dollars · without 
1n any way cutting down on legitimate 
recreational or health activities. 

Mr. FLYNN. Do you have anything 
to back up the figure of $1 million. 
· Mr. REUSS. Nothing other than the 
estimates given me by competent archi
tectural people in the Corps of Engi
neers whose work it is to actually con~ 
struct these bases. Let me say in that 
connection that I think further waste is 
created by the practice of the Air Force, 
the Strategic Air Command, I should 
say, in hiring this Omaha firm of arc hi
tects to make preliminary · and some
what dreamy plans. Then the con
struction goes to the Corps of Engineers 
who, in turn, hire architects both to 
make the preliminary plans and the 
final rendering of plans and specifica
tions. I suggest that this is another 
instance of duplication and waste. If 
the Air Force in the first instance were 
to go to the people who build the base, 
namely, the Corps of Engineers, not 
only would we save dual architectural 
fees but, perhaps, get more reasonable 
and hardheaded plans in the first in
stance~ 

Mr. FLYNN. From estimates given 
to me over the weekend, the total cost 
of all the so-called frills of which the 
gentleman speaks would be far less than 
$1 milli-on. Part of the study, which I 
would like to join with you in making 
in order to give concrete evidence to. 
the people, is to make an exact deter
mination of the exact amount of money 
involved. I am told that bowling al
leys could be installed for $8,000 apiece 
or $48,000 for six alleys. That is the 
most expensive part of all, both educa
tional and recreational and other facili
ties that you speak of, and the total cost 
of all of them would be about $100,000. 

I do not believe 'that the ·figure of $1 
million is anywhere near realistic at all. 

Mr. REUSS. How much is the gen
tleman going to build that indoor swim
ming pool for, · 64 by 84 feet, with 8 
racing lanes and 3 diving boards? 

Mr. FLYNN. It is my understanding 
that the gentleman said he had no ob
jection to the construction of a gym
nasium. 

Mr. REUSS. That is correct. 
Mr. FLYNN. I believe that included 

that equipment. If you exclude the 
swimming pool from your gymnasium 
facilities, then I would have to add that 
to it. I do not believe, however, that 
your swimming pool will exceed $20,000 
or $25,000. 

Mr. REUSS. Even · if the gentleman 
is right that the total cost of these items 
is only $125,000-$100,000 plus the 
$25,000 swimming pool-I am not going 
to contest that this ·afternoon · because 
I do not have the exact facts here, but, 
even if he is right, let me say this, that 
I think the taxpayers hav-e an interest 
in preventing the expenditure of even 
$125,000 if the same facilities, if the 
same amount of welfare and enjoyment, 
can be provided without that expendi
ture. 

Mr. FLYNN. If the construction of 
these facilities causes just three men in 
the Air Force to reenlist for 3 years, we 
will have paid the entire cost of these 
educational and recreational facilities. 
And, I say without any fear of contra
diction that the building of these recre
ational facilities at this base will over 
the years to come cause hundreds of 
airmen to reenlist, and our saving, 
caused largely by these facilities and 
the Capehart housing program; is going 
to save this country millions of dollars. 
If we do not put them in, we are · near
sighted, we are squandering the tax
payers' money, because we are not get
ting the most for it. I join wholeheart
edly with the gentleman in saying that 
bases such as Truax Field at Madison 
and many other bases throughout the 
country will, of necessity, iri the years 
ahead-that is, if we are going to follow 
the concept of having a permanent army 
of career men who will stay for many 
years in the military service, that we 
are_ going to have to build at least mini
mum facilities similar to these on all of 
our major bases in the country. 

PUBLIC JUNIOR COMMUNITY 
COLLEGES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Oregon [Mr. ULLMAN] is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, during 
the closing months of the 85th Congress 
I introduced legislation designed to en
courage the establishment of public 
junior community colleges. I did so be
cause of my firm conviction that an ex
pansion of the junior college concept of
fered much to a nation seeking improve
ments in its educational opportunities 
and facilities. 

The response to my proposal last year 
was most encouraging. It elicited let
ters of support from leading educators 
and professional groups as well as from 
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parents and other citizens who were 
anxious to expand this important phase 
of the total American educational pro
gram. 

Needless to say, our educational pro
blems are still very much with us. The 
tide of college students continues to rise; 
the importance of higher education con
tinues to gain ever wider acceptance. 

Moreover, we now ask more--both 
qua.ntitatively and qualitatively-of our 
educational system. The increasing 
complexity of modern life underlines the 
need to accelerate an expansion of edu
cational opportunities if our citizens are 
to have the training needed to meet the 
perplexing problems of our confused era. 
A restless world demands the maximum 
utilization of our intellectual prowess. 
As the National Education Association 
recently pointed out: 

The mounting importance of education ·in 
the United States rests upon several basic 
considerations. It provides much of the 
specialized and advanced education to meet 
the mounting demand for highly trained 
manpower. It is a principal source of basic 
research which provides new knowledge, the 
very stuff of progress in a scientific age. 
Education is an essential ingredient of our 
increasingly productive economy upon which 
a high standard of living and national se
curity depend. It is a principal source of 
an enlightened citizenry qualified to deal 
with a growing range of personal, domestic, 
and foreign affairs which constantly in
crease in difficulty. It is a primary means 
whereby the ideal of equality of opportunity 
is given reality in action. 

In short, ours is the kind of civillzation 
which requires a lot of education-more in 
amount and of better quality for a growing 
number and percentage of our people. Our 
material well-being, our national security, 
and the further fulfillment of our demo
cratic ideals require more and better edu
cation. Such are the considerations which 
today underscore the great and mounting 
importance of education in the United States. 

My introduction earlier this year of a 
revised version of my community college 
bill reflects my belief that the junior 
community college can play a significant 
role in providing "more and better edu
cation." My continued attention to the 
work and function of the junior college 
has further convinced me of the essen
tiality of their programs of 2-year ter
minal education; of their programs of 
adult education which do much to up
grade adult employment; and of their 
college transfer courses which allow 
students to pursue freshman and sopho
more college courses with transfer credit 
value. 

As the President's Commission on 
Higher Education stated: 

Thus free education should be available 
1n public institutions to an youth for the 
traditional freshman and sophomore years 
or for the traditional 2-year junior college 
course. 

To achieve this, it will be necessary to de
velop much more extensively than at present 
such opportunities as are now provided in 
local communities by the 2-year junior col
lege, community institute, community col
lege, or institute of arts and sciences. The 
name used does not matter, though com
munity college seems to describe these 
schools best; the important thing is that the 
services they perform be recognized · and 
vastly extended. 

Such institutions make post-high school 
education available to a much larger per
centage of young people than otherwise could 
afford it. Indeed, such community colleges 
probably will have to carry a large part of 
the responsibility for expanding opportuni
ties in higher education. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a laudable goal 
and one in which I heartily concur. 
However, the growing demand for com
munity colleges only serves to emphasize 
the need for prompt adoption of a pro
gram of Federal assistance to the States 
for the development of these institutions 
of higher learning. Unaided, the States 
and local communities are simply not in 
a financial position to meet the emer
gency conditions now existing. 

I believe my proposal, H.R. 967, would 
provide the type of assistance needed. 
Viewed from the standpoint of the Na
tion's needs, H.R. 967 is a modest ap
proach. The sums authorized are rea
sonable as is the 5-year duration of the 
program. Moreover, revisions made in 
my proposal since it was first introduced 
insure the greatest possible latitude to 
the States in establishing their com
munity college programs. 

Since introducing H.R. 967, I have 
again received considerable correspond
ence favoring enactment. Most of these 
letters also make mention of the swelling 
number of students which junior col
leges are accommodating and of the 
need for Federal assistance if the edu
cational thirst of young Americans is to 
be satisfied. For example, the super
intendent of public instruction and di
rector of education of the State of 
California, Mr. Roy E. Simpson, writes: 

We here in California are deeply con
cerned about the tremendous pressures we 
face with the expanding enrollments in post 
high school education. • • • Actually, this 
year the junior college enrollments ex
ceeded the projection • • • and we now 
have over 91,000 full-time students enrolled. 
It is now our belief that we will have over 
220,000 full-time students in the junior col
leges by 1970. The increases in enrollments 
in the State colleges and the university are 
also serious problems. • • • At the same 
time we are building junior colleges, we are 
also having to expand our State college sys
tem and also the campuses of the University 
of California, so we have three-way burden. 

Actually, at the present time we have as 
many full-time students enrolled in junior 
colleges as we have in the total enrollments 
in the State colleges and the campuses of 
the University of California. We believe 
that the junior college is performing a very 
significant and unique higher education 
function in our State; and it is reaching a 
point where the financial strain of providing 
facillties for all three is causing deep con
cern. Your bill, H.R. 967, if enacted into 
law, would provide every substantial relief 
to our problem of meeting post high school 
needs. 

Another person concerned with the 
junior college problem, Dr. Harvey D. 
Martin, dean, education department of 
Keokuk Community College, Keokuk, 
Iowa, writes: 

The community colleges need help in 
meeting the demands placed upon them by 
the ever-1ncreas1ng student body. Our own 
college, presently bursting at the seams with 
more than the projected ~nticipated en
rollment for 1958-59, is a good example 

depicting the needs of the community col
leges throughout the United States. 

I am not going to read statements from 
all of the correspondence received since I 
reintroduced my junior college proposal. 
However, I would like to call attention 
to one other letter as I believe it points 
up the need for Federal assistance despite 
the impressive efforts now being made by 
States and local communities. Dean 
F. c. Kinter, of the Olympic Community 
College of Bremerton, Wash., writes: 

Those of us who are struggling to provide 
space for ever-increasing numbers of stu
dents are counting on congressional help. 
Increases this year alone range from 12 per
cent ·to 40 percent among the 10 junior col
leges in this State. 

Local communities in the State of Wash
ington are supporting their community col
leges to an impressive degree but need addi
tional funds to construct facilities to keep 
pace. The need is desperate. The American 
people want junior colleges. They now real
ize that the 2-year school is the brightest 
hope for a satisfactory solution to post high 
school education. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion I wish to 
once again quote from the report of the 
President's Commission on Higher Edu
cation: 

The American people should set as their 
ultimate goal an educational system in which 
at no level h igh school, college, gradu~:~,te 
school, or professional school will a. qualified 
individual in any part of the country encoun
ter an insuperable economic barrier to the 
attainment of the kind of education suited 
to his aptitudes and interests. 

This means that we shall aim at making 
higher education equally available to a11 
young people, as we now do education in the 
elementary and high schools, to the extent 
that their capacity warrants a further social 
investment in their training. 

I am convinced that the enactment of 
the Public Community Junior College 
Cop.struction Act of 1959 would material
ly assist in . the implementation of this 
goal. I urge my colleagues to give this 
proposal their full and serious attention. 

JOHN FOSTER DULLES 
Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. CANFIELD] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, like so 

many of my colleagues, I feel inadequate 
to capture in a few words my thoughts 
and emotions on the death of John 
Foster Dulles. Yet a deep gratefulness 
impels me to voice a posthumous "thank
you'' note to that champion of freedom 
and peace. 

Can any of us today fully appreciate 
his role in the critical post-war years? 
Is it possible to overstate how well our 
late Secretary of State steered our course 
in international relations? · I think not. 

Here was a leader in the best sense 
of the term. Never an equivocator, he 
made his position clear and firm. In an 
age of committees and bureaucracies, 
Mr. Dulles stood alone, an individual 
supported by a strong religious faith 
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that never failed him and a remarkably 
wide-ranging intellect that wa.s capable 
of understanding and controlling the 
complex problems our Nation faced. 

We are still very close to the life work 
of Mr. Dulles, and the involvement that 
is ours in the perspective of immediacy 
suggests caution in the use of superla
tives. I am confident, however, that in 
the distant future when detached his
torians judge our time they, too, will 
come to the same conclusion tha4; people 
all over the world have come to in the 
past few days-the conclusion that John 
Foster Dulles was a very great states
man. 

To the members of his family we ex
tend our deepest sympathy and hope 
that they find solace with the ending of 
has pain. 

I am inserting in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD at this time portions of editorial 
t-ributes that appeared in yesterday's 
Paterson Evening News and Passaic 
Herald-News, both of New Jersey: 

JOHN FOSTER DULLES 

Friend and foe around the world are heap
ing accolades on the courageous former Sec- · 
retary of State who yesterday yielded up his 
life in his last great fight against an uncon
querable foe-cancer. Too bad some of 
those who now see in John Foster Dulles the 
Yirtues of a great architect of peace could not 
have allowed him that type_ of friendly co- . 
operation when he needed it most in his 
relentless fight against the common Red 
enemy. 

But such is politics-one must not admit 
the adversary's virtues. And so, even while 
he was girdling the earth in a never-ending 
battle to build insurmountable walls and 
armies against communism, he was being 
ridiculed as a commuter and his energetic 
efforts belittled. 

History will record, however, that John 
Foster Dulles was perhaps the most dedi
cated man in modern times to the cause of 
peace. Mr. Dulles had frequently pointed 
out that early-in his career he had set world 
accord as a goal. He deplored the fact that 
t.here was no true agency to create peace 
and so it had to be brought about by a 
ceaseless welding of the countries that 
wanted it. He was a League of Nations, a 
United Nations, a World Court, all in one. 

It was Secretary Dulles, backed without 
equivocation by President Eisenhower, who 
had a dedicated belief in his associate's 
ability and integrity, who kept the Western 
World solid and united. More likely than 
not, without one of his indomitable will, his 
absolute confidence that what he was doing 
was right, his tireless chase around the 
world, Communist Russia would long since 
have broken down Western resistance and 
the solid phalanx of the ·anti-Red forces 
would have been broken. 

Sleep in peace, faithful servant, you have 
earned the reward of eternal rest in the Val
halla of heroes. 

And from the Passaic Herald-News: 
JOHN FOSTER DULLES 

The quality that distinguished Mr. Dulles 
was his rock-like courage. Mr. Dulles un
derstood that it was more dangerous to give 
in to Communist pressures than to stand 
up to threats without budging. A small 
concession to the Communists is like a small 
hole in the dike through which, an ocean 
can pour. 

The critics of Mr. Dulles called him "in
flexible" and attacked his "brinkmanship." 
However, his policy of no retreat worked. 
The last example was his refusal to back 
down before Communist Chinese threats 

to go to war over the Quemoy and Matsu 
islands. 

The steel in Mr. Dulles came from his 
faith. He was a deeply religious man. His 
religion emphasized morality and principle. 
The Communists realized that Mr. Dulles 
could not be cajoled or bullied into sur
rendering principles. They hated him and 
tried to destroy him with vicious hate cam
paigns. 

For the young people of our country, Mr. 
Dulles should be an inspiration. He was 
a brilliant lawyer. He could have devoted 
himself to his personal affairs. Instead, he 
chose to serve his country. He was willing 
to accept criticism and the relatively modest 
q>.onetary compensation for the privilege. 

OUR PLAN TO WELCOME KHRU
SHCHEV WHEN AND IF HE COMES 
OVER HERE 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. BARRY] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BARRY. Mr. Speaker, under 

leave to extend my remarks, I would like 
to bring to the attention of the Congress · 
and of the Nation, the suggestion con
tained in the editorial of Mr. Oxie Reich
ler, distinguished editor of the Herald 
Statesman, of Yonkers, N.Y., that the 
American people greet Premier Khru
shchev with dignity, restraint, and si
lence, should he visit our shores. 
· The editorial follows: 
[From the Yonkers (N.Y.) Herald Statesman, 

May 21, 19591 

OUR PLAN To WELCOME KHRUSHCHEV WHEN 
AND IF HE COMES OVER HERE 

If Nikita Khrushchev, Premier of Soviet 
Russia, should come to the United States of 
America-and it begins to look as if he 
might be coming sooner or later-it is the 
Herald Statesman's hope that we Americans 
will exercise restraint in our curiosity and 
definitely curb our traditional spirit of wel
come to visitors. 

There are reports that Mr. Khrushchev has . 
been renewing his- pressure for an invitation 
to the United States, to an extent which may 
make such a bid inevitable. Besides, if a so
called summit meeting is held this summer 
it may well be in the United States. 

It is obvious that we substantially overdid 
our welcome to Anastas Mikoyan, the Soviet 
Deputy Premier-to an extent that not only 
irritated many sober-minded Americans but 
i¢uriated many to behold such maudlin 
sentimentality over one of the masterminds 
in the butchering-of political enemies or in
nocents, and in vast inhuman acts of cruelty · 
and worse, not to mention the maltreatment 
and kidnaping and slaughter of our own fel
low countrymen. 

We suggest that the Herald Statesman 
plan for a Khrushchev visit be applied na
tionwide from the moment he steps onto 
our shores. 

Let him have his official and informal 
greetings .from the President, as required by 
protocol, but let us forego the invariable . 
crowds, the cheering, the fulsome adoration 
which we like to shower upon a foreign dig· 
nitary. 

Let him have his ride up Broadway, if that 
1s essential, but with no ticker tape, no glad 
outcries of welcome. If there are people 
along the curb, let them try hard to be silent. 

Absence from the Soviet Premier's route, 
from the places where he speaks, and silence 

on the part of passersby-these can be more 
potent than the occasional picketing and 
placarding . and the other usual implements 
of protest. 

Let America give Khrushchev the kind of 
treatment we should have given Mr. Mikoy
ari. This would demonstrate our national 
respect for freedoms, which both so often 
threaten to take away from us as they have 
from their own people and from the satel
lites they have seized. 

By silence we would be giving "voice"-in 
the most stentorian manner possible-to our 
opinion of Khrushchev's betrayal of every 
agreement at Geneva 4 years ago, his harsh 
oppression in Hungary, his blackmailing of 
every member nation of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO), his runout on 
the reunion of the two Germanys, his harass
ment of Berlin, and his incessant threats to 
destroy the West with hydrogen bombs. 

If we love freedom, we can show him-by 
acting like intelligent and self-respecting 
human beings-our revulsion against Com
munist enslavement of peoples and nations, 
and our opinion of the Communist program 
of constant threat to destroy the free world 
and to launch World War III unless we ap
pease its insatiable maw. 

If Communists-whether in Soviet Russia 
or in China or elsewhere-choose to act like 
brutes and bullies, who must always get 
their own way without resistance, we must 
try to make their leaders understand that 
the time has come for a revival of decency 
courage and no surrender. . 

Our silence and indifference can· be a val
uable weapon in the cold war-far more ef
fective and dignified than hypocritical adu
lation. Isn't it worth a trial? 

CONTINUED FIGHT AGAINST OR· 
GANIZED GRIME NEEDED 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. CRAMER] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 
. The SPEAKER. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 
· There was no objection. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, as I have 
previously advised the House, I have al
ready introduced this session two bills 
which I think will go a long way in rout
ing out the $20 billion take of organized 
crime, together with the criminal activ
ities involved in protecting that illicit 
gold mine, such as extortion, bribery, 
blackman; murder, racketeering, nar
cotics, prostitution, maiming and assault, 
together with all gangster-type criminal 
activities. I believe this to be one of the 
major challenges facing Congress, and 
apparently this position is substantiated 
by the recent recommendations for
warded to Congress by William Rogers, 
the Attorney General of the United 
States in which he recommended three 
specific bills to strengthen the hands of 
the Justice Department in fighting this 
national gangsterism. 

I had previously introduced H.R. 7129, 
the successor to my bill H.R. 5186, which 
establishes the crime of terroristic 
offense where the offenses above enu
merated are perpetrated through the use 
of interstate or foreign · commerce or 
communications, and providing that 
upon request of local law enforcement 
ofiicials based upon a finding that inter
state commerce was involved, the Attor .. 
n~y Ge:Qeral could invoke Federal inves
tigation, prosecution, and other services 
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at his disposal to combat such interstate 
crimes which are the tools used by na
tional gangster conspiracies in reaping 
the $20 billion illicit take from the peo
ple of this country. 

I also introduced H.R. 3895, which is 
intended to deny persons engaged in 
illegal activities, such as gambling und 
racketeering, -certain tax deductions 
which are allowed to legitimate busi
nesses. These deductions were given 
some semblance of legality in the deci
sion of Commissioner against Sullivan, 
356 U.S. 27, in which the Supreme Court 
refused to disallow such deductions on 
the part of gamblers and criminals in 
the absence of express declaration by 
Congress. This bill, which I introduced 
some time ago is broadened and made 
more comprehensive by the bill pro
posed by the Attorney General which I 
also introduced today and it would deny 
tax deductions to persons engaged in 
illegal activities such as gambling, and 
clearly showed the congressional intent 
that such business expenses cannot be 
deductible for tax purposes. This, it is 
interesting to note, is one of the three 
recommendations also made by the At
torney General when he submitted to 
Congress his proposals. Concerning 
that elimination of such tax deductions
the Attorney General had the following 
to say: 

Organized crime derives huge profits from 
certain businesses carried on illegally. It is 
obvious that a business conducted furtively 
and unlawfully will yield larger profits than 
one transacted openly by law-abiding citi
zens. It is equally clear that the furtive 
character of such a business increases the 
expense and difficulty of tax collection. The 
Government is entitled to be reimbursed for 
this .drain on its resources, and to secure its -
f:\lll share of taxes from these illegal ventures. 

_ One exampl~ of . this type of business is · 
organized crimes' illegal gamb\ing enter- . 
prises-perhaps its principal source of ill
gotten funds. Almost all of the -States have 
laws prohibiting boo~ma~ing, slot machines, 
and related activities of the organized gam
bling fraternity. Policing illegal gamblers 
is peculiarly a State and local responsibility 
and it would be unwise and impractical for 
the Federal Government to assume the task 
of investigating and prosecuting local gam
blers and bookies. 

There are, however, areas where the Fed
er~! Government can properly assist local 
authorities in the enforcement of their anti
racketeering and gambling laws. This bill, 
for example, would deny to persons engaged · 
in lllegal activity, such as gambling, certain 
t~ deductions allowed to legitimate busi
nesses. This would deal a severe blow to the 
organized racketeer by hitting him where it 
hurts most-in his pocketbook. In the re
cent case of Commissioner v. Sullivan, 356 
U.S. 27, the Supreme Court re.fused to dis
allow such deductions in the absence of an 
express declaration by the Congress. It 
stated: 

"Deductions are a matter of grace and 
Congress can, of course, disallow them as it 
chooses." 

The enactment of this bill would help 
substantially to curb this area of organized 
criminal activity. 

The Attorney General further recom
mended that the 1950 law forbidding the 
"interstate transportation of any gam
bling device," which now applies to slot 
machines, should be broadened to include· 

any other device manufactured specific
ally for gambling purposes, and also to 
prohibit the shipment of such gambling 
devices out of the country. In submit
ting that proposal the Attorney General 
had the following to say: 

In 1951 Congress passed the Johnson Act 
( 64 Stat. 1134; 15 U.S.C. sees. 1171-1177), 
which in general forbids the interstate 
transportation of any gambling device and 
requires manufacturers of and dealers in 
gambling devices to register annually with 
the Attorney General. 

Experience with the enforc_ement of this 
act has demonstrated a need for its amend
ment in several respects. One of the en
closed bills will accomplish these changes. 
It will broaden the definition of gambling 
device so that not only the slot machine 
will be covered, but also additional types of 
machines and mechanical devices designed 
and manufactured primarily for use in con
nection with gambling. 

The proposal will also enlarge and more 
clearly define the categories of persons to 
whom the registration and filing provisions 
apply. It will require the maintenance of 
detailed records with respect to the acquisi
tion and disposition of gambling devices, 
with provision for inspection and copying of 
such records by the Federal Bureau of In
vestigation. 

Provision is made in the bill for the grant
ing of immunity to persons who assert their 
constitutional privilege against self-incrim
i:p.ation with regard to the maintenance of 
the required records or testifying before a 
grand jury or court of the United States. 
Thus, our enforcement authorities will be 
able to compel the disclosure by underlings 
of information necessary for reaching the . 
upper echelons of the crime syndicates. 

Finally, the bill .will extend the scope of 
the act to apply to the transportation of 
gambling devices in· foreign commerce; at 
present it applies only to the interstate trans
portation of such devices. The racketeers 
have offset to a large extent the restrictions 
on the interstate transportation of gambling 
devices by developing foreign markets. The 
outlawing of such shipments . should ma
terially assist in the curbing of such · activ
ities. 

I have today introduced legislation to 
implement that recommendation which I 
believe to be sound. 

The Attorney General also proposed · 
legislation for granting immunity to per
sons who claim the 5th amendment in 
the Federal gambling cases, and thus law 
enforcement officers could compel under
lings to give them information needed 
to reach th.e upper echelons of crime 
syndicates. The legislation would also 
apply to labor racketeering cases grant
ing immunity to needed witnesses who 
now claim self-incrimination. In ex
planation of that request, the Attorney 
General stated the following: 

In labor racketeering cases the experience 
of the Department of Justice demonstrates 
an urgent need for legislation to permit the 
compelling of testimony before grand juries 
and courts in Hobbs Act and certain Taft
Hartley Act cases. 

The Hobbs Act (18 U.S.C. 1951) makes it 
unlawful to interfere with commerce by rob· 
bery or extortion, as defined in the act. Sec
tion 302 of the Taft-Hartley Act (20 U.S.C. 
186) makes it unlawful for an employer in 
an industry affecting commerce to pay 
money or make gifts to representatives of 
any of his employees under circumstances 
that would constitute such action a bribe. 
The close connection between the offenses 

proscribed in these two acts often inhibit co
operation with law enforcement officers. For 
example, an employer who is a victim of la
bor extortion may be reluctant to testify in 
a Hobbs Act case for fear that he may be 
incriminating himself under section 302 of 
the Taft-Hartley Act. 

The second enclosed measure will amend 
that chapter of our criminal laws which is 
entitled "Racketeering" and in which -the 
Hobbs Act is contained. As amended, the 
chapter will provide that whenever in the 
opinion of a U.S. attorney it is necessary to 
the public interest that a witness testify or 
produce evidence before a grand jury or 
court of the United States in a matter in
volving a violation of the Hobbs Act or sec
tion 302 of the Taft-Hartley Act, he may, 
with the approval of the Attorney General, 
seek an order of the court instructing the 
'1,\'itness to do so. The witness may not then 
be excused from testifying or producing the 
evidence on the ground that the act required 
of him may be self-incriminating, for the 
measure accords him immunity from prose
cution (except for perjury or contempt) with 
respect to transactions concerning which he 
is compelled to testify or produce evidence 
after claiming his privilege against self
incrimination. Legislation such as this is 
not uncommon; there are many such im
munity statutes and they have been of con
siderable assistance in accomplishing the 
more effective administration of justice. 

I have also introduced legislation to 
implement the final request of the At
torney General. 

Thus,· with the bl.ll, H.R. 3895, which 
I have previously introduced and rein
troduced in its broader form denying 
gamblers tax deductions for so-called 
business expenses, together with the 
other two recommendations of the At
torney General which I have introduced 
today, and my bill, H.R. 7129 making the 
FBI and the Justice Department assist
ance available to local law enforcement 
officials where interstate commerce has 
been used in perpetrating the type of 
crime involved in these national syndi
cated operations, I believe that Congress 
is presented an antiorganized crime 
package that will wage effective war 
against organized crime and racketeering 
in this country. ' 

I strongly recommend this legislation 
for serious consideration by the Con
gress, believing it is essential that this 
organized racketeering which is costing 
the taxpayers $20 billion annually, which 
is an amount second only to national de
fense expenditures, must be stamped 
out and Congress must accept its full re
sponsibility in making certain that it is 
done. Of course, in addition to the $20 
billion pried out of the taxpayers' pockets 
in these illicit operations, these national 
gangster activities also have the effect 
of undermining the basic morals of our 
Nation. 

I am happy to see that the Attorney 
General has made legislative recom
mendations and that some of those rec
ommendations are consistent with legis
lation which I have already introduced 
and I am happy to join in the introduc
tion of the newly proposed additional 
legislation. 

It is high time that Congress do every
thing within its power to put an end to 
the killing of citizens in the streets of 
America, and put an end to the extortion, 
bribery, blackmail rackets. as well as the 



1959 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 
traffic ' in narcotics and prostitution. Judge -William B. Br'own delivered the 
This is a very real challenge that must memoriam . in Chillicothe, Ohio, on 
be met immediately and with effective May 9: 
legislation. MEMORIAL TO JAMES G. POLK 

LEGISLATION TO PROTECT CITI
ZENS FROM MOB VIOLENCE 

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I have 

previously refrained from speaking out 
on the disgraceful lynching of Mack 
Parker in Mississippi because the FBI 
had entered the case and it appeared 
that something could be done under the 
Lindbergh law to apprehend and punish 
his murderers. 

I now read in the papers that the 
FBI has withdrawn from the case and 
that information derived by the FBI 
has been turned over to the Governor of 
the State for appropriate action. We 
note that this information will be turned 
over to the grand Jury for action as its 
next regular meeting which will take 
place in November. 

It appears that in the absence of such 
Federal statute there is the possibility 
that the FBI does not receive fullest 
cooperation from the people in the area 
and from local authorities in their ef
forts to apprehend members of the 
lynching mob. It further appears pos
sible that during the long period prior 
to the next meeting of the grand jury 
that evidence may be lost, witnesses 
will move away, and that possibly even 
the guilty parties may disappear. 

The anti-lynching bill I introduced 
earlier this year, H.R. 353, would have 
made possible immediate, vigorous, and 
forceful action by the Federal Govern
ment, as well as the State, for the pro
tection of citizens against lynching, and 
f9r apprehension of Mack Parker's slay
ers. 

Under my bill the Department of Jus-. 
tice could have carried this prosecution 
through to a successful conclusion. 

Surely Congress can do no less than 
to enact effective legislation like H.R. 
353 to protect citizens from mob vio
lence. 

HON. JAMES G. POLK 
Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KIRWAN] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Speaker, under 

leave granted to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD, I include a 
sincere and moving tribute to our late 
colleague, the Honorable James G. Polk. 

Let us pause a few moments in these pro· 
ceedings to pay our individual respects to 
our mutual friend and Representative who 
has so recently departed from our midst. 
Let us contemplate the life and times of 
this man who for so many years has been 
first in the hearts of the 6th Congressional 
District of Ohio. And let us so conduct 
ourselves in our daily lives and in future 
years so that we will carry out the ideals 
which he exemplified in striving to form a 
more perfect union-to establish justice
to insure domestic tranquillity-to provide 
for the common defense-to promote the 
general welfare-and to secure the blessings 
of liberty to ourselves and our posterity. 

Some of us who didn't know James G. 
Polk wondered why he was such a success
that quiet, unassuming, friendly man; 
others of us who did business with him 
became quickly aware that outward ap· 
pearances are disarming and deceiving; the 
z:est of us who knew him were devoted to 
him, elected him and reelected him for, as 
our Representative allotted to us under our 
system of Government, "he truly labored 
in the vineyard." 

Most do not know of his distinguished 
ancestry-that of an aristocratic American 
family beginning with Robert Bruce Polk, 
who emigrated from Ireland in 1672-no 
doubt to practice democracy and to get away 
from autocracy-whose collateral anteced· 
ents included the 11th President of the 
United States, whose given name he bore, a 
distinguished Confederate bishop and gen· 
eral and whose direct antecedents have been 
leading farmers, bankers, and businessmen 
of this district since the State of Ohio 
began. In fact, there might have been some 
royal blood in his veins since his lineage 
included the Bruce family of Scottish and 
Irish fame. These facts are not well known 
because James G. Polk stood throughout his 
life not leaning against his family tree, but 
firmly on his own two feet. This is true 
because he was as American as the covered 
wagon, as democratic as Thomas Jefferson 
and to use the vernacular of his district, as 
common as an old shoe and sharp as a buggy 
whip. 

Most do know generally of his active life
how he was born and raised and lived most 
of his life in Highland County; that he was 
educated and served his young adult life as 
a farmer and teacher; and that in 1928 he 
returned to his first love-the profession of 
farming; how he realized at that time, as 
now, that. this Nation's farm economy was 
going through a violent revolution and that 
direct action was needed to help the fanners 
of the predominantly rural district. in which 
he lived; that he was· elected to the 71st Con· 
gress and reelected through the 75th Con· 
gress; that. during World War II, when he 
felt his services were more valuable else
where, he chose not to stand for reelection, 
but to serve as a special assistant in the 
Department of Agriculture, to better aid the 
war effort; that in 1949 he was returned to 
Oongress whence he has served continuously 
until last week; that he was never beaten at 
the polls, come depression, prosperity, war, 
peace, drought or high water; that his rec• 
ord in Congress was distinguished, among 
other accomplishments, by his contribution 
to this Nation's agriculture and by his tire· 
less efforts to be of real service to his con· 
stituents, be he farmer, laborer, industrial· 
ist, businessman or John Q. Citizen; and, 
that throughout this long and difficult pe· 
riod of our country's life he was universally 
known, loved, and respecte~ as just "Jim." 
In fact, it is be·ing said locally that if he had 

used his nickname instead of his given name · 
on the ballot, he would even have carried 
Ross County. 

Since the 28th of April from the Halls of 
Congress, over the communication networks, 
through the newspapers and in person to 
person conversations, throughout the dis
trict have come expressions of sympathy to 
the family, admiration for the departed in
dividual, and a sense of personal loss to all 
that knew him. Commonplace in these ex
pressions are adjectives such as "beloved," 
"loyal," "trusted," "conscientious," "re
spected," "sympathetic," "courageous,'' "in· 
spirational," "firm,'' "good," "true," "cheer
ful," "kindly," "humble," "modest,'' "mag
nificent,'' "honorable,'' "friendly," and many, 
many more which were uttered by his col· 
leagues in Congress and were recorded for 
posterity in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Mrs. BoLTON, of Ohio, a Republican, as 
only a woman can, expressed her feeling amid 
the tenseness of the climax of the 86th Con· 
gress as follows: 

"Mr. Speaker, all of us feel a cet'tain sweet· 
ness has gone out of the House with the 
passing of Jim Polk." 

Mr. McCORMACK, of Massachusetts, aDem· 
ocrat and majority leader of the House, had 
this to say: 

"He truly possessed nobility of character in 
about as broad and profound a manner as 
anyone could have. He was a man of deep 
faith and he evidenced it in his human ways, 
in his contact with his fellow man, in show· 
ing by action as well as by words his love 
of God and love of neighbor." 

During the las'.; 10 days I have talked to 
dozens of people of all walks of life, of all 
types of economic conditions, racial origin, 
religious and political beliefs about our de· 
parted Congressman, and invariably the ad· 
jectives I previously mentioned cropped out 
in the conversations. I am certain that this 
has been your experience and the experience 
of all thinking citizens throughout the dis· 
trict. True, some violently disagreed, as good 
southern Ohioans will, with Jim on this or 
that issue, but none doubted his ability or 
his honesty of conviction on any vote he cast. 
Most, including many Republicans, had some 
little personal or family experience of writ· 
ing for a favor, or, for or against something, 
or, for information on any of a thousand 
subjects; and then being pleasantly sur· 
prised at the promptness and·comprehension 
of the reply; of being further surprised by 
the way the matter was followed up from 
time to time; and finally being amazed at 
the results that were achieved. Many spoke 
of this attention to detail during the past 
few months when we heard rumors of his 
stricken condition and they lauded his de
votion to duty under such dire personal 
circumstances. 

I could only point out that this was 
the essence of James G. Polk; that he be
lieved that the people of the Sixth District 
elected him to represent them; that despite 
physical handicaps or other conditions he 
would devote his entire time to representing 
them to the best of his ability and within the 
confines of his capa~ity and Christian integ
rity; that during his 20-year tenure in Con· 
gress he has always done so at the expense of 
personal and financial advancement; that he 
believed deeply that the Founding Fathers 
had set up the office of Representative in the 
Constitution for the express purpose of look· 
ing after the needs of all the people of the 
individual districts; and this is why for a. 
generation it has been the consensus in 
southern Ohio that if an ambitious person 
really wanted to get elected to Congress, he 
or she had best move out of the Sixth Dis· 
trict as long as Jim Polk was willing to serve. 

So many fine things are known about him 
personally and as our Representative, that to 
paraphrase Shakespeare, "the good James G. 
Polk did, will live long after him." One a! 
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his finest legacies, I think, is one Jim wrote 
himself in the 86th Congressional Directory, 
where our elected Representatives set forth 
their earthly accomplishments from the 
cradle to Congress, some of whose fill several 
pages. Jim's contains one sentence. I 
quote: "One of the few Members of Congress 
whose sole occupation is farming." This 
information, he was certain, would give the 
people of this district all they needed to 
know about his biographical history; the rest 
they could obtain from his fellow citizens, or 
from his record, reputation, and character. 
"By his deeds, they should know him.'' 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to Mr. RoosEVELT, for 
Thursday, Friday, and Saturday of this 
week, on account of official business of 
t.he Committee on Education and Labor. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. ULLMAN, for 15 minutes, today, and 
to revise and extend his remarks. 

Mr. BAILEY, for 45 minutes, on Wed
nesday. 

Mrs. RoGERS of Massachusetts, to va
cate her special order for today and to 
address the House for 5 minutes tomor
row. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN (at the request of 
Mr. QUIE), for 30 minutes, on Thursday, 
May 28. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. DEROUNIAN --arid to include an 
article. -
· Mr. MILLS to revise and ·ex-tend- t·e

marks_ he made in Committee of the 
Whole today and include -therein cer
tain extraneous matter. 
· Mr. TELLER and to include extraneous 

matter. 
Mr. ALGER <at the req"..lest of Mr. 

QUIE), his remarks in Committee of the 
Whole and to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. RoONEY <at the request of Mr. 
DuLSKI), his remarks in Committee of 
the Whole and to include extraneous 
matter, charts, and tables. 

<At the request of Mr. QuiE, and to 
include extraneous matter, the follow
ing:) 

Mr. LINDSAY. 
Mr. BROYHILL. 
<At the request of Mr. DULSKI, and to 

include extraneous matter, the follow
ing:) 

Mr. PoRTER in two instances. 
Mr. MuLTER. 
Mr. HEALEY. 
Mr. McDOWELL. 

-Mr. Moss. 
Mr. RoDINO in two instances. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly <at 6 o'clock and 34 minutes p.m.). 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until tomorrow, We~nesday, 
May 27, 1959, at q o'clock a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

1021. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting a report on the Vale 
project, Oregon, Bully Creek extension, pur
suant to the provisions of the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187) (H. Doc. 
No. 159); to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs and ordered to be printed, 
with illustrations. 

1022. A fetter from the Acting Director, 
Bureau of the Budget, Executive Office of 
the President, relative to plans for works of 
improvement for the French Creek water
shed, Washi:;.gton, and the Marshland water
shed, Washington, pursuant to the Water
shed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, 
as amended (16 U.S.C. 1005), and Executive 
Order No. 10654 of January 20, 1956; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

1023. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a 
report on the review of procurement practices 
covering the award and administration of 
advertised contracts by the Military Cloth
ing and Textile Supply Agency (M.C. & 
T.S.A.), Philadelphia; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

1024. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
entitled "A bill to amend titles I, II, and III 
of the Immigratiqn and Nationality Act, and 
for other purposes"; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

1025. A letter from the Director, Adminis
trative Office, U..S. Courts, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation entitled "A 
bill to amend section 678 of the Bankruptcy 
Act ( 11 U.S.C. 1078) relating to the trans
missio_n of petitions, notices, orders, ~nd 
other papers to . the Secretary of. the Treas
ury in chapter XIII proceedings"; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

1026. A letter from the Acting Director, 
Bureau of the Budget, Executive Office of 
the President, relative to plans for works of 
improvement for the Tobesofkee Creek 
watershed, Georgia, the Big Blue watershed, 
Illinois, and the Shoal Creek watershed, 
Illinois, pursuant to the Watershed Protec
tion and Flood Prevention Act, as amended 
(16 U.S.C. 1005), and Executive Order No. 
10654 of January 20, 1956; to the Committee 
on Public Works. 

1027. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Home Loan Bank Board, transmitting a draft 
of proposed legislation entitled "A bill to 
amend the Federal Home Loan Bank Act, 
the Home Owners' Loan Act of 1933, and 
title IV of the National Housing Act, and 
for other purposes"; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

1028. A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of _ Labor, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled "A bill to amend the 
Welfare and Pension Plans Disclosure Act, 
and for other purposes"; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND . RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the clerk 

for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. TRIMBLE: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 276. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of H.R. 5140, a bill 
to further amend the Reorganization Act 
of 1949, as amended, so that such act will 
apply to reorganization plans transmitted 
to the Congress at any time in conformity 
with the provisions of the act; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 385). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. SHIPLEY: Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. H.R. 6134. A bill to 
amend the Federal Employees Pay Act of 
1945 to eliminate the authority to charge 
to certain current appropriations or allot
ments the gross amount 'of the salary earn
ings of Federal employees for certain pay 
periods occurring in part in previous fiscal 
years; without amendment (Rept. No. 386). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mrs. PFOST: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H.R. 5138. A bill to extend 
the grounds of the Custis-Lee Mansion in 
Arlington National Cemetery; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 387). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. DOYLE: Committee on Armed Services. 
H .R. 88. A bill to amend section 1552, title 
10, United States Code, and section 301 of 
the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944 
to provide that the Board for the Correction 
of Military or Naval Records and the Boards 
of Review, Discharges, and Dismissals shall 
give consideration to satisfactory evidence 
relating to good character and exemplary 
conduct in · civilian -iife after discharge or 
dismissal in determining whether or not to 
correct certain discharges and dismissals; to 
authorize the award of an Exemplary Re
habilitation Certificate; and for other pur
poses; with amendment (Rept. No. 388). 
Referred to the Committee of the · Whole 
House on the State of the-Union. 

Mr. DURHAM: Committee on Armed 
Services: H.R. 5927. A bill to-authorize· the 
conveyance to the city of Warner Robins, 
Ga., of about 29 acres of land comprising a 
part of Robins Air Force Base; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 389). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. DURHAM: Committee on Armed Serv
ices. H.R. 697. A bill to authorize the 
Secretary of the Navy to acquire certain 
real property in the county of Solano, Calif., 
to transfer certain real property to the coun
ty of Solano, Calif., and for other purposes; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 390). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. DURHAM: Committee on Armed Serv
ices. H.R. 4656. A bill· to amend section 
401b of the act of July 14, 1952, to per
mit applications for moving costs resulting 
from military public works projects to be 
filed either 1 year from the date of acquisi
tion or 1 year following the date of vacating 
of the property; with amendment (Rept. No. 
391). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the. State of the Union. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE: Committee on Armed 
Services. H.R. 942. A bill to provide for 
an additional payment of $165,000 to the 
village of Highland Falls, N.Y., toward the 
cost_ of_ the water filtration plant con
structed by such village;' with amendment 
(;ltept. No. 392). ~eferred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE: Committee on Armed 
Services. H.R. 3321. A bill to amend title 
10, United States Code, with respect to cred
iting certain service as a member of the 
Women's Army Auxiliary Corps, and foi: other 
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purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
393). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. GUBSER: Committee on Armed Serv
ices. H.R. 5569. A bill to amen·d title 10, 
United States Code, to authorize the award 
of certain medals within 2 years after a de
termination by the Secretary concerned that 
because of loss or inadvertence the recom
mendation was not processed; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 394). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. VINSON: Committee on Armed Serv
ices. House Concurrent Resolution 86. Con
current resolution to express the gratitude 
and appreciation of the Congress to the 
civilian volunteer members of the Ground 
Observer Corps for their devotion, sacrifice, 
and spirit of service in fulfilling, in a 
dedicated manner, the mission of the corps 
and for the great contribution they made 
to the security of the United States; with
out amendment (Rept. No. 395). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADDONIZIO: 
H.R. 7368. A bill to provide for the issu

ance of a special postage stamp, of the "Free
dom Fighter" series, in honor of the memory 
of Giuseppe Garibaldi; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. ASPINALL: 
H.R. 7369. A bill to provide for the exten

sion of certain oil and gas leases; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. BROCK: 
H.R. 7370. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of a soil and water conservation 
laboratory in the Great Plains area; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. BURKE of Kentu9ky: 
H.R. 7371. A bill to provide that· the Secre

tary . of the Army shall acquire . additional 
land for the Zachary Taylor National Ceme
tery; to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

By Mr. CORBETT: 
H.R. 7372. A bill to provide for ~nvestment 

of the civil service retirement and disability 
fund, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Ssrvice. 

By Mr. DEVINE: 
H.R. 7373. A bill to amend section 801 of 

title 38, United States Code, to provide assist
ance in acquiring specially adapted housing 
to certain veterans seriously disabled during 
a period of war; to the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs. 

By Mr. DEROUNIAN: 
H.R. 7374. A bill to amend the District of 

Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Act so 
as to prohibit the sale of beer by manufac
turers to consumers and to prohibit the sale 
of beer and light wines by wholesalers to 
consumers; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

H.R. 7375. A bill to amend the District of 
Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Act; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. DING ELL: 
H.R. 7376. A bill to amend section 511 (h) 

of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amend
ed, in order to extend the time for commit
ment of construction reserve funds; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries. 

By Mr. EVINS: 
H .R. 7377. A bill to provide for the convey

ance of certain real property of the United 
States to the city of Tullahoma, Tenn.; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mrs. GRANAHAN: 
H.R. 7378. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of a Commission on Metropolitan 
Problems; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

H.R. 7379. A bill to amend the act of July 
27, 1956, with respect to the detention of 
mail for temporary periods in the public in
terest, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. IRWIN: 
H .R . 7380. A bill to extend to certain for

mer employees of the Bureau of Prisons and 
Federal Prison Industries, Inc., certain civil 
service retirement annuity benefits for cer
tain service of a hazardous nature; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. KASTENMEIER: 
H.R. 7381. A bill to promote the welfare of 

the people by authorizing the ap propriation 
of fu nds to assist the States and Territories 
in t h e fur ther · development of their pro
grams of general university extension educa
tion; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

' By Mrs. KEE: 
H .R . 7382. A bill to name the Veterans' Ad

ministration hospital at Seat t le, Wash., the 
G eorge E. Flood Memorial Veterans' Hos
pital; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. McDOWELL: 
H .R. 7383. A bill to provide that the Veter

ans' Administration shall maintain in each 
State at least one regional office which shall 
be authorized and equipped to receive, con
sider, and adjudicate claims for compensa
tion, pension, vocational rehabilitation, edu
cational or training benefits, and loans, loan 
guarantees or grant s to which any individual 
may be entitled under any provision of law 
administered by the Veterans' Administra
tion; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. MORRIS of New Mexico: · 
H.R. 7384. A bill to provide for the exten

sion of certain oil and gas leases; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. MORRIS of New Mexico (by 
request): 

H .R. 7385. A bill to amend the Civil Serv
ice Retirement Act to credit military serv
ice for purp<?ses of qisability retirement, to . 
authorize disability retirement benefits with 
respect to disabilities by reason of leukemia 
arising prior to ·or during Government em
ployment, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. RILEY: 
H.R. 7386. A bill to provide for the ac

ceptance by the United States of a fish 
hatchery in the State of South Carolina; to 
the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. STRATTON: 
H.R. 7387. A bill to prohibit the shipment 

in interstate commerce of certain plastic 
bags, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H .R. 7388. A bill to amend the War Claims 
Act of 1948 to provide for the payment of 
benefits under such act to certain citizens 
and permanent residents of the United 
States; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas: 
H.R. 7389. A bill to amend chapter 67 of 

title 10 of the United States Code to provide 
retired pay under that chapter for certain 
disabled reservists; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. ULLMAN: 
H.R. 7390. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of the Interior to construct, operate, 
and maintain the western division of the 
Dalles Federal reclamation project, Oregon, 
and !or other purposes; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. ABBITI': 
H.R. 7391. A bill to authorize farmers and 

other producers of agricultural products 

and; or their associations to own and oper
ate agricultural sales outlets and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. CRAMER: 
H.R. 7392. A bill to amend chapter 95 of 

title 18, United States Code, to permit the 
compelling of testimony under certain con
ditions and the granting of immunity from 
prosecution in connection therewith; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H .R. 7393 . A bill to amend the act of 
January 2, 1951, prohibiting the transporta
tion of gambling devices in interstate and 
foreign commerce; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 7394. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to disallow criminal 
expenditures; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. RIVERS of Alaska: 
H .R. 7395. A bill to encourage the dis

covery, developme_nt, and production of do
mestic tin; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. LANE: 
H.J. Res. 401. Joint resolution authorizing 

the creation of a Federal memorial commis
sion to consider and formulate plans for the 
construction, in the city of Washington, 
D.C., of a permanent memorial to the mem
ory of John Foster Dulles, 52d Secretary 
of State, defender of democratic institutions 
in a republican form of government and 
champion of peace with freedom; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. COOK: 
H. Con. Res. 187. Concurrent resolution to 

extend the greetings and felicitations of the 
Congress to Kent State University on the 
occasion of the 50th anniversary of its 
founding; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. SAUND: 
H. Con. Res. 188. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of Congress desiring free
dom of speech and freedom of press in 
countries receiving mutual security aid; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 

Under claus~ 4 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

By Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma: Memorial 
of the House of Representatives of the State 
of Oklahoma relating to the closing of In
dian hospitals in the State of Oklahoma; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis
lature of the State of California, memorializ
ing the President and the Congress of the 
United States relative to military closures; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr, BUDGE: 
H.R. 7396. A bill for the relief of Debra 

Susan Duffy; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD: 
H.R. 7397. A bill for the relief of Alfonso 

Talamantes-Leon; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 7398. A bill for the relief of Sun Lok 
Yen (also known as Pauline Sun); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. O'NEILL: 
H.R. 7399. A bill for the relief of Elaine 

Veronica Clarke; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. RABAUT: 
H .R. 7400. A bill for the relief of Salvatore 

Cairo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Statement by Hon. James C. Healey, of 
New York, on H.R. 2337 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JAMES C. HEALEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 26, 1959 

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Speaker, I am in
cluding in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
my statement to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, Subcommittee No. 3, in con
nection with my bill, H. R. 2337: 

I want to thank the subcommittee for 
the opportunity to present my stat ement 
in support of my bill, H. R . 2337, which 
would prohibit certain acts involving the 
.transportation, importation, possession, or 
·use of explosives. 

The bill would make it a Federal offense 
for anyone to possess explosives transported 
·in interstate commerce with the knowledge 
or intent that such explosives would be 
used to d amage any building used for edu
cational, religious, charitable, or civic pur
poses. The bill contains a provision, mod
eled- after the Lindbergh Kidnapping Act, 
which is designed to allow the Federal Bu
reau of Investigation to intervene as soon 
as a bombing occurs in any localit y. The 
use of explosives to dam age or destroy build
ings within the categories m ention ed, would 
create a rebuttable presumpt ion that the 
·explosives had been transported in inter
state commerce by the person possessing or 
using them. Thus, jurisdiction would be 
provided for F ederal intervention u pon the 
happening of the event-to wit, the bomb
ing-without actual proof that the explo
sives had been carried across State lines. 
·There is, however, -a provision tha t no per
son could be convicted in the absence of 
. independent evidence that the . explosives 
had actually been illegally transported in
terstate. This means tha t the presumption 
would operate to provide jurisdiction for 
FBI intervention, but tha t the presumption 
alone would be insufficient on which to 
ground a conviction. 

In 1957 and 1958, there were some 70 bomb
ings or attempted bombings of churches, 
synagogues, schools, and other civic build
ings throughout the South and in isolated 
cases in other parts of the country. With 
few exceptions, these bombings appeared to 
be the work of an interstate gang, whose 
purpose probably was to retaliate against 
organizations and individuals for, or to in
t imidate them from, expressing their point 
of view on the desegregation problem. 

At midnight on September 10, 1957, a 
series of explosives heavily damaged the 
newly constructed $500,000 Hattie Cotton 
Grammar School in Nashville, Tenn. One 
Negro first-grade child had been admitted to 
the school a few days earlier. 

A bomb consisting of 54 sticks of dyna
mite was placed in a window well of Temple 
Beth-El in Birmingham, Ala., on April 28, 
1958. It failed to explode because of an all
night rain. There was sufficient explosives, 
however, to demolish the entire structure. 
On the same day, April 28, 1958, shortly after 
midnight, a synagogue in Jacksonvilie, Fla., 
w as bombed. Within an hour, thereafter, a 
Negro school in that city was damaged by 
explosives. In all of these cases, an anony
mous caller reported that the confederate 
u nderground was responsible for the atroci
t :es . 

On March 16, 1958, a religious school was 
bombed at 2:30 a.m., in Miami, Fla., and a 
Jewish community center was damaged in 
Nashville, Tenn., at 8 :30 p .m. by dynamite. 
Here again, a purported member of the con
federate underground claimed responsibility 
in an anonymous telephone call, On October 
12, 1958, the Temple of Atlanta was seri
ously damaged by a bomb explosion at 3:30 
a .m. Once again, a telephone caller an
nounced that the confederate underground 
had set off the explosion. 

In all the specific cases cited, the local 
police authorities were convinced that the 
outrages committed in their cities were 
symptomatic of an interst ate conspiracy 
directed by a group calling itEelf the con
federate underground o~ the confederate in
formation center. 

Americans are by nature, tradition, and up
brin ging a lawabiding people. We do not 
relish subversion of our democratic and 
sacred institutions. These acts of violence, 
these d yn amitings and exp losions have 
created the exact reverse of the effect that 
was intended. All respectable citizens and 
.civic groups, in the South as well as in the 
North, have cried out against these shameful 
acts of vandalism and terror. 

Unfortunately, however, many of the lo
cal police officials h ave n either the ability 
nor the crime detection facilities necessary 
to ferret ou t the perpetrators of these out
rages. Fur t h ermore, it is likely that the 
crim in als flee by automobiles across State 
lines. For the<O e reason s, and because of 
our exp erience with the Lindbergh Kid
n ap ing Act, the Mann Act, the Lottery Act, 
t h e Anti-Racketeering Act, the National Mo
tor Vehicle Theft Act, and the National Nar
cotics Act, all of which are Federal criminal 
statutes involving crimes over which the 
States h ave concurrent jurisdiction, it wou ld 
be completely consistent with States r ights 
·and Federal jurisdiction for the National 
Government to step in and help the local 
communities to root out this vicious pattern 
of lawlessneEs . 

My bill, H .R. 2337, would permit the FBI 
to work in con junction wit h local police au
thorities to cur b the intersta te conspiracies 
which have tended to besmil'ch the good 
name of t he United States all over the world. 

I hope this committee will act favorably 
on my bill. 

Page Boy Residences, H.R. 869 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 26, 1959 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, my 
statement before the Committee on 
House Administration in support of my 
-bill, H.R. 869, follows: 

Mr. Chairman and members of the com
mittee, I appreciate the opportunity you are 
affording me to give you my views with 
reference to my bill, H.R. 869, a bill to 
provide a residence for the pages of the 
Senate and. the House of Representatives 
under the S\lpervision of a Capitol Page 
Residence Board. 

This bill, if enacted, would create a Capi
tol Page Residence Bo~rd. composed _ of 3 
Senators and 3 Members of the House of 
Representatives who would be authorized 

to establish a home for. these young men 
who serve the Congress as pages. 

The naming of page boys comes under 
the patronage system; hence they may come 
from the 49 States, far and near. The maxi
mum age limit of a page i!> 18 years an~ the 
minimum age is 14 years. The average age 
is between 15 and 16 years. A boy at this 
stage has not reached years of discretion. 
Under the present setup, these boys have 
living accomniodations scattered through
out the city. Some are paying exorbitant 
rents and, in many cases, are exposed to the 
evils of a large city without adult super
vision. 

Boys of 14 or 15 are neither mentally 
nor physically matured, and, in my opinion, 
every Member of this Congress is, to some 
extent, responsible for their well-being. It 
is not only our duty but we have an obli
gation to furnish these boys with the paren
tal care and supervision they left behind 
when coming to Washington. 

The page boys must attend school at the 
Library of Congress before r eporting to 
work each morning. In some cases, these 
boys travel alone several miles in the early 
morning hours. We owe it to the f am ilies 
of these young men to enact legislation of 
this kind. 

My proposal would require these boys to 
pay reasonable rent, just as they do now. 
The home should, therefore, be self-sustain
ing. These teenage boys will be the men 
.of tomorrow. Many are dreaming of taking 
our places in the years ahead. 

Our responsibility to them is to provide 
adequate quarters, with a superintendent in 
charge, and a complete housekeeping staff, 
which would be .responsible for their super
vision with regard to proper food, sleep, 
recreation, and sufficient application to their 
schoolwork . . 

It is my sincere hope that the Congress 
will enact this bill to prepare them· for the 
great responsibility which lies ahead. "Let's 
~ut first _things firs_t.'' 

Tl~e Modern Fallacy and the Ancient 
Folklore 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. J. W. FULBRIGHT 
OF ARKANSAS 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Tuesday, May 26: 1959 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an edi
torial by the Wall Street Journal and a 
reply by the distinguished Senator from 
Pennsylvania, Senator CLARK. 

I think this is one of the best replies 
to a superfiCial editorial that I have ever 
seen, and Senator CLARK's concise and 
lucid comment should be made available 
to all Americans. The excerpt was pub
lished ·in the· New Republic on April 6, 
1959. 

There being no objection .. the editorial 
and statement were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

THE MODERN FALLACY 

For an .insight. in.to the modern political 
philosophy now dominant in Congress, con 
sider some comments made by one of its 
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more articulate spokesmen, Senator JoSEPH 
CLARK, of Pennsylvania. 

As quoted in the current issue of the At
lantic magazine, Mr. CLARK expresses an
noyance that the word "government" is 
sometimes equated with "other nouns hav
in g an evil connotation-such as 'waste,' 'ex
travagance,' 'socialism,' 'bureaucracy.'" • • • 
He objects to the "fallacy" that "private 
spending is inherently good and public 
spending is inherently bad." 
· Hut the real point is the clearly implied 
one: That Aniericans should learn to regard 
growing government and growing govern
ment spending as positive and good things; 
as another of the "moderns" in Congress has 
expressed it, the danger may be not that we 
have too much government but too lit
tle. • • • 

Well, let's see. Some rather marked-and 
inherent--differences between -public and 
·private spending occur at on:ce. ' Private 
spending comes from -the money individuals 
are able to accumulate thro~gh . their :own 
work; Public spending cannot come from 
anything generated by _ the Government it
self; it comes from what the Government 
is able to extract from those same indi
viduals either in actual taxes or in the more 
sinister tax of inflation. * * * 

Beyond these elementary differences are 
others. The vast bulk of public spending is 
nonproductive; that is true not only of de
fense but of many other things the Govern
ment does. The Government is by and large 
a consumer of huge hunl~:s of the economy, 
while private individuals are mostly pro
ducer-consumers. The latter combination 
is what makes the economy grow. Moreover, 
the bigger the Government becomes the 
more it competes with the private economy, 
and in this pressure against the available 
limit of supplies is a special inflationary 
force. 

And because Government operates .· with
. out the built-in restraints of the private 
. economy, it is a peculiarly powerful incuba
tor for precisely the evils Senator CLARK 
thinks should not be associated with Gov
ernment-;-:-waste, extravagance, bureaucracy. 
The bigger the Government the worse the 
evils. 

Finally, what is the political result of en
couraging Government growth and grow
ing Government spending on the theory 
that, after all, they are not really bad? The 
end result must be the triumph of the State 
over the individual. * * * 

There is an appalling air of naivete about 
the expressed views of 'some of the modern 
political philosophers. It is impossible that 
they are unacquainted with the history of 
man's struggle against the all-encompassing 
State, which is also the very heart of today's 
conflict with Communist tyranny. Can it 
be, then, that they are incapable of relat
ing past and present human experience to 
their own country? 

WALL STREET JOURNAL. 

THE ANCIENT FOLKLORE 
For an insight into the archaic political 

philosophy still dominant in Wall Street, 
consider some comments made by one of its 
more articulate spokesmen, the editor of 
the Wall Street Journal. 

As quoted in an article in the March 4 
issue of the newspaper entitled "The Mod
ern Fallacy," the editor expressed annoyance 
at those who challenge the assertion that 
private spending for whatever purpose is 
necessarily better than public spending for 
any purpose. 

The real point is the clearly implied one: 
That Americans should complacently regard 
growing spending for liquor, tobacco, cos
metics, Cadillacs, tranquilizers, yachts, and 
parties at the Stork Club as positive and 
good things; as others of the dinosaur 

· descendants on Wall Street have often ex
pressed it, the danger may be not that we 

have too little public spending for national 
defense, schools, highways, hospJ..t·als, un
employment compensation and :flood con
trol, but too much. 

Well, let's see. Some rather marked
and inherent-differences between public 
and private spending occur at once. Private 
spending may come from the money in
dividuals are able to accumulate through 
their own work; it may also come, as it does 
in my case, from selecting ancestors who 
thought they were developing a sugar plan
tation but turned out to be squatting on 
top of a salt dome surrounded by a rich oil 
pool. 

Beyond -these elementary differences are 
others. The vast bulk of public spending is 
for purposes without which life itself would 
have little meaning: protection against the 
threat of destruction by, or in the alterna
tive, slavery under a Communist dictator
ship; and sueh mundane but necessary 
things as police and fire protectiofi·, water 
and sewer facilities, street construction and 
repair, the postal service; indeed all of that 
environment without which the editor of 
the Wall Street Journal could neither pub
lish nor dis_seminate his strongly held eco
nomic views. 
· And because our present tax laws are so 
full of inequitable loopholes, we have today 
a powerful incubator for what the editor of 
that ·newspaper, I am sure, thinks should 
not be associated with private enterprise
waste, extravagance, plutocracy. 

Finally, what is the political result of dis
couraging all public spending without any 
consideration of its political, social or eco
nomic justification? The end result must 
be the destruction of Western civilization. 

There is an appalling air of naivete about 
the expressed views of some of the ancient 
political philosophers. It is impossible that 
they are unacquainted with the history of 
man's struggle -to conquer nature and sub
due the devil within himself-which is also 
the very heart of today's conflict with athe
istic and amoral Communist tyranny. Can 
it be, then, that they are incapable of re
·lating · past and present human experience 
to their own country? 

· Senator JosEPHS. CLARK. 

Guff in the Appendix 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CHARLES 0. PORTER 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 26, 1959 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker in the 
CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD of May 18 my 
friend and distinguished colleague from 
Iowa, Mr. WoLF, included an article by 
William Bohn, editor of the New Leader, 
who undertook to raise an ironic eyebrow 
about certain insertions in the CoNGRES· 
SIO;NAL RECORD. 

AnApril27, 1959, editorial in my home
town paper, the Eugene Register-Guard, 
went a little further in an editorial en
titled "Too Much Guff." · Under a pre
vious consent, I am appending the text of 
this editorial and the text of a letter I 
wrote in response which was printed 
May 21, 1959: 
[From the Eugene (Oreg.) Register-Guard, 

Apr. 27, 1959) 
Too MucH GUFJ' 

This day, which is not so different from 
other days, there arrived on the desk four 

excerpts from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-
two of them quoting, with apparent ap

"proval, from these columns. 
We're flattered, of course, to be picked up 

by any of our contemporaries, including the 
RECORD. But we'd be more flattered if we 
felt at the same time that we'd be read. 
However, a flip through the RECORD indicates 
that all sorts of people and papers are 
quoted at great length, less for the historical 
record or for the edification of Congressmen 
than for the vanity of the folks at home. 

What the daily cost · of printing the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD is we do not know. 
But whatever it is, it's too high. 

The verbatim account of the proceedings 
of Congress should be printed, of course. 
But the extensions of remarks allowed con
gressmen, wherein they write into the 
RECORD all sorts of guff not uttered on the 
floor( is largely a waste of time. So are t he 
long harangues (including. editorials) in
serted for the purposes of buttering up con
stit uents. 

An opening of the RECORD at a random 
spot (p. 5907) shows six columns devoted 
to reprinting a speech made by Senator 
MIKE MANSFIELD in New York. On the next 
page his colleague, Senator MURRAY, puts in 
nine columns of speech delivered someplace 
by Elmo Roper. 

On page 6067 Senator JoHN CARROLL, o! 
. Colorado, uses nine columns for the reprint
ing of a. speech by his good friend Senator 
HUMPHREY, which speech was made else
where thl'Ln in Congress. This polemic is 
followed by seven COlUmns Of small type in
serted by Senat or HUMPHREY. It is a speech 
delivered by RepreEentative JoHN BRADE
MAS, of Indiana, at the University of 
Indiana. . 

The polite word for all this is back
scratching. 

The RECORD for April 15 happens to run 
from pages 5877 to 6081. The pages of the 
daily Appendix·, where the most flagrant 
stuffing occurs, is numbered on that day 
from page A3059 to A3121. 

By our horseback guess, the 268 pages o! 
zephyr, chinook, and typ~oon contain 
395,200 words. A busy Congressman who 
wants to read the RECORD thus. can read it in 
a 14-hour day (no time out for coffee -or 
lunch) if he reads at a rate of 500 words 
a minute. 

Somehow, it hardly seems worth it. 

MAY 13, 1959. 
EDITOR, REGISTER GUARD, Eugene, Oreg. 

DEAR SIR : Let's talk about guff. Certainly 
editorial writers and politicians can qualify 
as experts on guff. You write (April 27, 1959) 
that there is too much guff in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD. You say that much appear
ing there is simply for the vanity of the folies 
at home, and not for the historical record or 
for the edification of Congressmen. 

You are right. 
You say a polite word for a lot of the ma

terial is backscratching. 
You are right again. 
You speak of flagrant stuffing. You. fig

ured out that a busy Congressman could read 
the RECORD for April 15 if he read contin
uously for 14 hours at the rate of 500 words 
a minute. 

Now, before I defend the guff and back
scratching, let's talk about the Eugene R eg
ister-Guard, my favorite newspaper. Who 
reads all of it? Nobody. Who reads most of 
it? Very few. How much guff and back
scratching does it contain? Plenty. 

"Extraneous materials" (our parliamentary 
phrase for what we add to our "remarks" in 
the RECORD) are not meant to be read by 
every Member of Congress or by every sub
scriber to the RECORD, any more than your 
classified ads or social notes, for example, to 
more than a fraction of your readers. 

Perhaps you will want to argue that the 
Register-Guard is a business enterprise. It 



9170 CONGRESSIONAL -RECORD- HOUSE May 26 
pays its own way-plus part of the taxes 
which go to pay for the guff in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD. My answer to that fs 
that our business here on Capitol Hill ~s 
government, which includes not only the 
promotion of policies to help the general 
welfare to preserve our freedoms and to de
fend our country, but to create and main
tain confidence by the people in the men 
and women who make and execute these 
policies both in and out of government. 

Congressional courtesy, or backscratching, 
may seem sometimes to be overdone but 
without it we couldn't function as an effec
tive legislative body. As for our concern 
with the vanity of the folks at home, well, 
why not? They sent us here. One of the 
most important jobs of a Member, in my 
opinion, is to make it clear to his constitu
ents that he is available to help them. 

This job has dignity and power . . It should 
have, considering the great responsibilities 
of the office and the real glory of our system 
of representative democracy. As the U.S. 
R epresentative for wme 460,000 people I 
can do much for economic conditions in the 
Fourth District of Oregon and the Nation, 
much for our precious hertiage of individual 
freedoms, and much for peace ·in the world. 

But if I don't make it clear to the men and 
women who sent me here that I am their 
readily available representative (small "r") 
back here in Washington I can't do any of 
those jobs as I should. I won't have the in
formation I need. I won't be giving them 
the confidence they need to fell that the 
Federal Government is in fact responsive to 
their opinions and needs. 

One of the ways we Members of Congress 
make this clear is through insertions in the 
RECORD. If we abuse our r ights in this or 
any other respect, the next election is never 
very far away. One man's backscratching is 
another man's encouragement. One man's 
guff is another man's mead. 

Sincerely, 
CH,'\RLES 0. PORTER, 

Member of Congress. 

"There Is Utterly No Sense for a Super
highway To Destroy a Historic Build
ing or Slash a Historic Battlefield if It 
Can Swing Around in Some Acceptable 
Way," Declares the Wilmington, Del., 
Morning News 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. HARRIS B. McDOWELL, JR. 
OF DELAWARE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 26, 1959 

Mr. McDOWELL. Mr. Speaker, I 
find myself in complete agreement with 
the position of the Wilmington (DeU 
Morning News which said in a recent 
editorial that-

There is utterly no sense for a superhigh
way to destroy a historic building or slash 
a historic battlefield if it can swing around 
in some acceptable fashion. 

There is a deepening concern on the 
part of our civic and cultural leaders 
over the heedless destruction of many of 
our country's most famous historical 
sites and buildings. In some instances 
great buildings are being razed and re
placed by such things as parking lots. 

This was the fate proposed for the his
toric Patent Office Building, in Washing
ton, D.C., and the San Francisco Mint. 
The Morristown, N.J., National Histori
cal Park with its famed Revolutionary 
War headquarters of Gen. George Wash
ington was threatened with a highway. 
I have introduced a bill, H.R. 7215, to 
save our great sites and buildings which, 
in fact, are often threatened by federally 
assisted programs. 

Delaware is rich in historic sites and 
buildings, and our museums and art gal
leries, such as Winterthur, are world 
famous. Along with other States inter
ested in preservation of cultural monu
ments, we have found that our concern 
with history is richly rewarding both to 
ourselve.s and to tourists who visit our 
State and spend money here with our 
merchants. 

My bill will not halt progress, but it 
does establish a regular means whereby 
national organizations interested in his
toric preservation may advise the Fed
eral Government in these matters. No 
appropriation of Federal funds is pro
vided or contemplated in my bill. It 
is not a matter of money, but, rather, 
of better advice so that the vast bureauc
racy of Government gives the same 
weight to historical factors which they 
presently give to other factors in making 
their decisions. 

Like the national treasures legislation 
of European countries, my new bill in
clud2s the fine arts as worthy of saving. 
Among the 30 groups listed in my bill 
are such outstanding organizations as 
the American Institute of Architects, the 
National Trust for Historic Preservation, 
the American Association for State and 
Local History, the American Federation 
of Arts, and the General Federation of 
Women's Clubs. 

. I include for the information of my 
colleagues the editorial from the Wil
mington <Del.) Morning News, and the 
text of my new bill, H.R. 7215, to amend 
the Historic Sites Act of August 21, 1935, 
to provide a method for preserving sites, 
areas, buildings, objects, and antiquities 
of national, regional, or local historical 
significance which are threatened with 
destruction by federally financed pro
grams, and for other purposes. 

I invite any of my colleagues who are 
interested in this matter of historic pres
ervation to join with me in introducing 
this legislation, and I invite comments 
and suggestions from all interested in
dividuals and organizations which will 
assist me in perfecting my measure. 

It is my hope that hearings will be 
held on this legislation at an early date. 
[From the Wilmington (Del.) Morning News, 

May 22, 1959] 
NoT A MATTER OF MONEY 

In these days of special concex:n with taxes 
and revenues the title of this piece could 
have led you into this note on a measure 
introduced in the House at Washington this 
week by Rep"resentative HARRIS B. Mc
DowELL, JR., of Delaware. It would set up 
some commonsense procedures for saving 
historic sites and buildings apparently in 
the way of Federal-aid highways and urban 
renewal programs. 

By Mr. McDOWELL's bill the Interior De
part ment could give weight to the advice of 

·outfits such as the American Institute of 
Architects, the National Trust for Historic 
Preservation, and the General Federation of 
Women's Clubs. -

There is utterly no sense for a superhigh
·way to destroy a historic building or slash a 
historic battlefield if it can swing around 
in some acceptable fashion. Too much good 
civil engineering has been done in some 
parts · of the Nation, for the roads program, 
without enough good regional planning that 
takes our heritage into consideration. 

A straight line is the shortest but not al
ways the best line between two interchanges. 
We compliment Mr. McDoWELL and urge that 
this bill get prompt, full attention by all 
Delaware people who value tradition. 

H.R. 7215 
A bill to amend the Historic Sites Act of 

August 21, 1935, to provide a method for 
preserving sites, areas, buildings, objects, 
and antiquities of nation·al, regional, or 
local historical significance which are 
threatened with destruction by federally 
financed programs, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the first 
section of the Act entitled "An Act to pro
vide for the preservation of historic Ameri
can sites, buildings, objects, and antiquities 
of national significance, and for other pur
poses", approved August 21, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 
461), is amended to read as follows: 

"That it is hereby declared that it is a 
national policy to preserve for public use his
toric sites, areas (including sections of 
cities), buildings, objects, and antiquities of 
national, regional, or local significance for 
the inspiration and benefit of the people of 
the United States." 

SEc. 2. Section 2 of such Act (16 U.S.C. 
462) is amended by redesignating paragraph 
(k) as paragraph (m) and by adding after 
paragraph (j) the following new paragraphs: 

"(k) Carry out (insofar as practicable and 
appropriate) the same duties and functions 
with respect to historic areas (including sec
tions of cities) as those which are specified 
in the preceding paragraphs of this section 
with respect to historic sites, buildings, and 
objects. 

"(1) Protect and preserve, in the manner 
provided in section 8 and through the per-

. formance of such other functions of the 
type described in this section as the Secre
tary may deem appropriate, historic sites, 
areas (including sections of cities), build
ings, and objects of national, regional, or 
local significance. 

"(m) As used in this section the terms 
'objects• and 'antiquities' include objects and 
antiquities of art." 

SEc. 3. Such Act is further amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
s~ction: 

"SEc. 8. (a) Whenever the Secretary re
ceives a petition from any State or political 
subdivision thereof, or from the American 
Institute of Architects, the National Trust 
for Historic Preservation, the Commission of 
Fine Arts, the National Wildlife Federation, 
the American Council of Learned Societies, 
the American Association for State and Local 
History, the Natural Resources Council, the 
Wildlife Management Institute, the National 
Parks Association, the American Institute of 
Planners, the American Automobile Associa
tion, the Society of Architectural Historians, 
the American Planning and Civic Associa
tion, the General Federation of Women's 
Clubs, the Garden Club of America, the 
American Society of Landscape Architects, 
the Urban Land Instij;ute, the American 
Federation .of Arts, the National Academy of 
Design, the National Council on Arts and 
Government, the National Art Education 
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Association, the National Council of the Arts 
in Education, the College Art Association of 
America, the Artists Equity Association, the 
American Association of Museums, the Joint 
Co~ittee on the National Capital, the Na
tional Capital Arts Council, or any other 
organization recognized by the Secretary for 
purposes of this section as being concerned 
with historic preservation, alleging that a 
Federal project or program or a State or 
local project or program financed in whole 
or in part with Federal funds will seriously 
damage or destroy a historical site, area (in
cluding a section of a city), building, or 
object of national, regional, or local signifi
cance, or upon his own motion, the Secretary 
shall conduct an investigation, which shall 
include (but not be limited to) holding pub
lic hearings or affording the opportunity for 
such hearings, for the purpose of determin
ing whether or not such site, area, building, 
or object is of national, regional, or local his
torical significance. 

"(b) Whenever the Secretary determines 
·under sub-se-ction (·a-} that a site, area, build
ing, or object is of national, regional, or local 
historical significance, he shall forthwith de
termine whether or not the proposed project 
or program will seriously damage or de
stroy it. 

" (c) Whenever the Secre-tary determines 
under this section that a site, area, building, 
or object of national, regional, or local his
torical significance will be seriously dam
aged or destroyed by a · Federal · project or 
program (actual or proposed) or by a State 
or local project or program which is or will 
be financed in whole or in part with Federal 
funds, he shall submit such determination 
to the head of the Federal department, 
agency, or instrumentality under the juris
diction of which the project or program is 
to be carried out; and after the receipt of 
such determination the head of such depart
ment, agency, or instrumentality shall not 
commence or further proceed with such 
project or program, or expend or approve 
the expenditure of any Federal funds (or fur
ther Federal funds) for such project or pro
gram, unless and until such project or pro
gram has been modifie<l. and the plans, 
specifications, and contracts thereunder 
amended so as to provide to the satisfaction 
of the Secretary for the preservation of the 
historic site, area, building, or object in
volved. Such modification or amendment 
may be made notwithstanding any provi
sion of law limiting the right of a depart
ment, agency, or instrumentality to modify 
a project or program or amend plans, specifi
cations, or contracts, but shall otherwise be 
subject to all the provisions of the law un
der which the project or program is being or 
will be carried out. 

SEc. 4. The Secretary of · the Interior, in 
consultation with the organizations named 
in subsection (a) of section 8 (as added by 
this Act) of the Act of August 21, 1935, and 
other organizations recognized by the Secre
tary as being concerned with historic pres
ervation, shall make a continuing study of 
the tax advantages, technical and financial 
assistance, and other incentives which could 
be provided (by legislation and otherwise) 
to promote- and encourage the restoration 
and preservation of sites, areas, buildings, 
objects and antiquities (including obj.ects 
and antiquities of art), in the United States 
of national, regional, or local historical sig
nificance by the Federal Government, and by 
States, political subdivisions, private or
ganizations, and individuals, giving appro
priate consideration to the methods which 
have been used to encourage such restora
tion and preservation in other countries and 

· in areas of the United States where inten
sive programs for historic preservation have 
been successfully carried out. 

CV--579 

To Be Pro-Russia Is To Be Anti-Strauss 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. STEVEN . B. DEROUNIAN . 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 26, 1959 

Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
following article by George Sokolsky, 
which appeared in the Long Island Daily 
Press, on ·May 20, gives an interesting 
picture of the viewpoint of Acting Sec
retary of Commerce Lewis Strauss on 
doing business with Russia: 

CYRUS EATON AND LEWIS STRAUSS 
(By George E. Sokolsky) 

Cyrus Eaton, the capitalist, also opposes 
the appointment of Adm. Lewis L. Strauss as 
S<lcreta:r,:y 9f Commerce. 

Eaton is the Cleveland capitalist who con
ducts a nationwide propaganda in favor of 
doing business with Soviet Russia. So the 
pro-Russian capitalist, Cyrus Eaton, wrote a 
letter to a Democratic Senator instructing 
him to take "with the utmost seriousness" a 
recommendation that Adm. Lewis Strauss 
be retired permanently. 

Eaton's letter was on the stationery of the 
Chesapeake & Ohio Railway Co., a public 
corporation. 

To this letter from Eaton, the Democratic 
Senator from Connecticut, THOMAS J. DoDD, 
replied: 
"MR. CYRUS EATON, 
The Chesapeake & Ohio Railway Co., 
Terminal Tower, Cleveland, Ohio 

"DEAR MR. EATON: I have your letter of 
March 24, and a copy of an e<l.itorial from 
the Louisville Courier-Journal of March 16, 
concerning the appointment of Mr. Lewis 
Strauss as Secretary of Commerce. 

"I note that your letter suggests that the 
editorial of the Louisville Courier-Journal 
'must be taken with the utmost seriousness 
by the Democratic majority in the Senate.' 

"I have read the editorial with great inter
est, but I take it from your letter that you 
are opposed to the confirmation of Mr. 
Strauss, and this in itself will be taken with 
the utmos~ seriousness by me in favor of 
Mr. Strauss. · 

"Very truly yours, 
"THOMAS J. DODD." 

The Louisville Courier-Journal editorial is 
most interesting and may even be of some 
significance. It tells how Strauss is ener
getic and cannot remain idle very long. 
Then it goes on to say: 

"But Mr. Strauss's appointment has not 
yet been confirmed in the Senate. 

"Each time the subject is mentioned, deep
throated growls come from Senators who can 
hardly walt to vote against.. him, and his 
confirmation is one of the certainties least 
likely.to encourage bets around Washington. 

nunder these circumstances the normal 
man would be inclined to speak softly, walk 
on tiptoe and engage in no controversy more 
unsettling than the possibility of rain or 
shine. Not so Mr. Strauss. • * •" 
· Why should a member of the President's 
Cabinet speak softly and walk on tiptoe 
when there · is business of the Government 

·to be done? Must a man cheapen himself 
before confirmation by the Senate? 

But hark. The Louisville Courier-Journal 
. lets a cat out of a bag. This is the story 
it tells: · 

"He promptly rejected an application for 
the export of some 12,000-odd tons of 28-
and 30-inch pipe to the Soviet Union. 

"He has this right under the Export Con
trol Act, but it is one that former Secre
taries have exercised subject to the advice 
of other departments, principally the State 
Department." · · 

Is that not the pipeline that Anastas 
Mikoyan was holding out as a carrot in front 
of American businessmen? 

Was he not telling of the pipeline to be 
built from beyond the Urals to the heart of 
Europe, so that Russian-owned oil could 
dominate Europe? Does Cyrus Eaton want 
Lewis Strauss permanently retired because 
he refused to let that deal go through? 

The Louisville Courier-Journal, after much 
discussion of interdepartmental quarreling 
on this subject, says: 

"It is fatiguing to think that this co~
tentious man is already stirring up his own 
brand of interdepartmental mischief, before 
he is even officially installed as Commerce 
Secretary, and that, if confirmation is given 
his appointment, he can do so for almost 2 
years longer." 

Oh, dear. Oh, dear. 
Let us not get fatigued. Why should we 

not all live. iJl qui~~ peace and gentle con
formity and let the Russians get a·way with · 
what they want to get away with, as long as 
they are not too noisy about it? 

Perhaps it were best always to have sweet 
and easy persons in public office, so that 
nobody would be fatigued by the conten
tiousn,ess which establishes truth and brings 
the facts of deceit, subversion, and even 
treason to the surface. 

The International Claims Settlement Act 
H.R. 6827 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN V. LINDSAY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 26, 1959 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, on 
Thursday, April 30, 1959, I introduced 
H.R. 6827. This bill would amend the 
International Claims Settlement Act to 
eliminate an ineqUity which has ap
p_eared in the operation of the Interna
tional Claims Settlement program in re
gard to claims respecting property in 
Bulgaria, Hungary, or Rumania. 

It appears that operation of the pres
ent law may provide substantial wind
falls to certain claimants, while at the 
same time pr-oviding virtually no com
pensation to others. A number of' large 
business enterprises which suffered 
losses recompensible under the act de
ducted those losses during war years, 
when their effective · tax bracket may 
have been, because of excess profits 
taxes, higher than 90 percent. Thus, 
·the effective loss suffered in several cases 
was only a small fraction of the value 
of property destroyed or seized. 

To permit those companies now to 
submit claims for the full value of the 
property destroyed or seized would en
able some to make a profit-an oppor
tunity not available to individuals whose 
loss during war years could not be off
set against wartime profits. 

For instance, if a corporation suffered 
a loss in 1942 of $100,000 and deducted it 
against profits which were taxed at the 
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rate of 90 percent, the actual loss of the 
corporation was $10,000. If it were now 
to claim a loss of $100,000. Under the 
International Claims Settlement Act, 
and if the Commission ultimately paid 
50 cents on the dollar on all claims, the 
corporation would receive $50,000 in 
compensation for its claim. Thus, the 
corporation would make a profit of 
$40,000 on the transaction, before taxes. 

My bill would reduce any claim sub
mitted to the Commission by the amount 
of the tax benefit obtained from a de
duction of the underlying loss. The 
practical effect of this would be to make 
available for distribution on other 
claims-and thus to the aggrieved non
commercial individual claimants-a 
greater sum. 

And since payment of these claims 
may be taxable to the claimant, the bill 
would also provide an exemption from 
income tax to the recipient on all claims 
which had been thus reduced, in order to 
prevent a double burden. 

Mr. Speaker, I realize that the point is 
a somewhat refined one. There is no 
doubt, however, that a serious injustice 
will be done to a number of individuals 
unless prompt action · is ' taken by the 
·Congress to remedy the situation. Since 
this part of the work of the Commission 
must terminate by law during August of 
1959, it is most important that this meas
ure be promptly considered, and, I hope, 
promptly passed. A similar bill was in
troduced in the 85th Congress by Sena
tor HUMPHREY. That bill, S. 979, passed 
the other body, but failed to receive com
mittee consideration here before theses
sion ended. 

A Tribute to Carl Holderman · 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HO~. PETER W. RODINO, JR. 
OF NE~ JER~EY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 26, 1959 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. -Speaker, a poet 
once describing man's way from life to 
death had this to say of it: "I shall not 
pass this way again." And so it has 
been from the beginning of time and 
man. · 

And, on Wednesday last a good friend, 
a great public servant and one who 
loved his fellow man, passed this way 
for the last time. And his passing has 
filled the hearts of many with sorrow. 

Those who knew him most intimately, 
who had worked with him in the labor 
that was his love, the officers and execu
tive board of the New Jersey State CIO 
Council, recorded their deep sorrow over 
''the passing of our brother and former 
president, Carl Holderman." In this 
manner Carl Holderman devoted his en
tire life to the service of all who must 
toil. Every workingman and woman, 
both from within and without the ranks 
of organized labor, has had his life en
riched by the noble contributions made 
by this great leader of the New Jersey 
trade union movement. His achieve
ments will forever constitute a monu-

ment to the goodness · and greatness of 
this outstanding fighter for social, eco
nomic, and political justice. 

The above is an eloquent and fitting 
tribute to any man. And by none could 
it have been more richly deserved than 
Carl Holderman. 

It had been my privilege and pleasure 
during the past 14 years to have known 
Carl Holderman as a friend. Many 
times I was the beneficiary of his good 
counsel, unselfish assistance, and gen
erous and kindly guidance. All of this 
was aimed in the direction of the general 
common good. 

Mr. Holderman was appointed com
missioner of labor and industry by Gov. 
Robert B. Meyner, in 1954. In assuming 
the post, he resigned as president of the 
New Jersey Council of the Congress of 
Industrial Organizations, a position he 

-had held since 1945. 
He had been identified with trade 

unionism in the State since 1919, when 
he was elected to a minor office in a 
loc'al union. He believed strongly in la
bor's role in politics as a means of eradi
cating corrupt influence from govern
mental offices. 

As an organizer for the CIO Political 
Action Committee, Carl Holderman 
often ·appeared before the State legisla
ture to express his views on pending 
bills. 
· He left public school at 13 to work 

f0r the Erie Railroad as a messenger. 
After 2 years he was made a shop 
worker. Four years later he took a job 
in a textile mill. 

Mr. Holderman worked in mills in 
Hornell and in Paterson and Union City, 
N.J., for 14 years and was a member of 
the American Federation of Labor's 
hosiery workers' union. In 1926 he be
came manager of the union's New York
New Jersey district and 2 years later be
came an international vice president. 

In 1928, Mr. Holderman was nanied to 
the executive board of the New Jersey 
Federation of Labor. Three years later, 
he became business manager of a coop
erative labor publishing house in Phila
delphia. · 
H~ returned to the AFL in, 1933 as an 

organizer of hosiery workers in Penn
-sylvania. Four years later Mr. Holder
man was elected president of Labor's 
Non-Partisan League of New Jersey, an 
organization he helped to found in 1936. 

In 1937 he was regional director of 
the CIO Textile Workers Organizing 
Committee, which set out to unionize 
1,25Q,OOO employees in the industry un
der the guidance of John L. Lewis. In 
the same year, Mr. Holderman, worked 
toward the organization of a labor party 
in New Jersey .among CIO and AF~ 
unions. · 

In World War II he served on the War 
Labor Board and the Newark Labor Re
lations Board and Defense Council. 

Holderman was above all else a man 
of character and integrity, and idealist 
and dedicated servant of the rank and 
file worker in his State and in the Na
tion. He was a foe of corruption and 
shady dealings in the trade union move
ment and in political life. He was a 
sophisticated and able operator in the 
fields of both politics and labor, but he 

never compromised with what he be
lieved to be the ethical and wise posi
tion for a labor union or a political 
party. 

Carl had great breadth of outlook; his 
interests and sympathies were wide and 
deep. Though his first and primary 
loyalties were to the working people of 
his State and to the administration of 
the legislation governing industrial re
lations and the social welfare of our 
society, he gave much thought to inter
national questions and worked with 

-various groups who feel that it is to the 
vital interest of the people of this coun
try to seek ways and means of insuring 
the growth of democracy and free insti
tutions everywhere. 

Carl Holderman was a wonderful hu
man being; warm, companionable and 
wise. His influence, his sagacity and his 
leadership will be greatly missed in New 
Jersey and throughout this country. 

Carl Holderman shall not pass this 
way again-but I am sure that none will 
ever forget the good things he did while 
passing along the way. 

Under leave to extend my remarks I 
wish to include the following editorial 
which appeared in the Newark Evening 
News of May 21: 

CARL HOLDERMAN 

The fiber required for survival as a labor 
organizer in the brickbat era of the 1920's 
carried Carl Holderman on to the presidency 
of the New Jersey CIO and then into the 
office of commissioner of labor and in
dustry. When some protested the cabinet 
appointment on the ground he would favor 
labor over industry, he was the first to agree. 

As the Governor's emissary to labor he 
handled the political requirements of that 
post capably, and a large share of his en
ergy was directed to making his department 
serve working people of the State in the 
field of industrial safety and the ·like. 

In Mr. Holderman's death, the Governor 
has lost an able cabinet officer, and New 
Jersey labor has lost a {riend. 

. ' 

Legislation Needed To Aid Depressed 
Areas 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. LUDWIG TELLER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 26, 1959 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. Speaker, we have 
all been greatly heartened during the 
past few months by the Nation's eco
nomic recovery and decline in unem-
ployment. . 

Nevertheless, despite the general eco
nomic recovery, we must not lose sight 
of some basic problems that face the 
American economy at this stage. Un
employment still remains a major prob
lem. 

It has, therefore, been a source of 
great disappointment to me that the 
Ways and Means Committee has re
jected proposed legislation to strengthen 
and improve our unemployment insur
ance system. We need Federal stand
ards for unemployment ·insurance re-

• I 
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gardless of the immediate economic 
conditions that prevail in the country. 
It is exactly during this time of general 
economic recovery that we should focus 
.our sights ahead and plan to reduce the 
tragic impact of any future declines in 
total economic activity, and provide for 
persons willing and able to work who 
lose their jobs due to no fault of their 
own. I believe that present levels and 
duration of benefits are inadequate in 
most States. 

Another basic problem about unem
ployment is the fact that it tends to be 
concentrated in a number of areas 
throughout the Nation. Even during the 
period of general prosperity which the 
Nation has enjoyed since World War II, 
areas with high levels of unemployment 
have persisted during good times andre
cessions. It is my firm conviction that 
we must provide Federal aid to help pull 
these communities out of their economic 
doldrums and to help broaden their eco
nomic base so that the people in these 
communities can participate in making 
their contribution to the general eco
nomic growth of the country. 

The needs of the Nation and a hu
manitarian philosophy dictate that every 
American should have the opportunity 
to engage in gainful employment, to 
support himself and his family. The 
fact is that in depressed areas where 
-chronic unemployment and underem
ployment prevail, such an opportunity is 
denied to thousands of families in many 
States throughout the Union. 

It would, therefore, be a grave mistake 
for us to turn our backs now on the prob
lems of these areas because of the gen
eral economic recovery. Experience has 
shown that a general rise in income and 
employment is not going to solve the 
problems of chronically depressed areas. 

To help these communities we must 
inaugurate a program which would help 
the people in the depressed areas to help 
themselves. Obviously I do not believe 
that the Federal Government either can 
or should solve the problems of local 
communities, but I am firmly convinced 
that the Federal Government can help 
them. 

To do this job, we must provide a va
riety of programs to suit the individual 
needs of the various communities. Ap
propriate legislation to accomplish this 
much-needed end has been before Con
gress for a number of years. Congress 
passed area redevelopment legislation to
ward the end of the 85th Congress, 
which I was happy to support. It was 
disappointing to me that the President 
saw fit to veto the area redevelopment 
bill in 1958. 

This year the Senate was quick to 
seize the initiative to reenact similar 
legislation to that vetoed last year. I 
believe that the bill (S. 722) approved 
by the Senate should be enacted into 
law without further delay. We should 
no longer tolerate postponing a job which 
America needs, and needs immediately. 

The bill passed by the Senate is the 
product of long and thoughtful hear
ings and debate which has been going 
on continuously since the 84th Congress. 
It offers a variety of provisions designed 

to help the diverse needs of people re
siding in economically depressed areas. 

S. 722 provides for technical assistance 
to plan the redevelopment of the com
munity, loans to business locating or ex
panding in these communities, the devel
opment of needed public facilities, train
ing and retraining of the labor force in 
depressed areas, and urban renewal. 

Let me briefly summarize each of these 
provisions. The first step in area rede
velopment is the inventory of human 
and physical resources of the communi
ties. This type of a survey should help 
the people in the community to appraise 
their economic potential and to plan the 
type of industry which can best ftourish 
in the community. We need a central 
office which can become a reservoir for 
the various techniques developed to aid 
area redevelopment and to help individ
ual areas to appraise their economic 
status. The Federal Government has 
been doing this type of work for many 
years. There is now an Office of Area 
Development in the Department of Com
merce which does exactly that. The 
Bureau of Employment Security in the 
Department of Labor has conducted a 
number of surveys of the available man
power pool and skills available in several 
localities. But the resources of these 
agencies are entirely too inadequate to 
perform the needed job. The proposed 
legislation would, therefore, provide $4.5 
million annually to expand technical 
facilities to help depressed areas to de
.velop a positive program of action for 
self -development. 

Once a community is ready to embark 
on a program of economic expansion, it 
is frequently found that chronically de
pressed communities do not have suffi
cient resources and facilities to attract 
new i~dustry. The program, therefore, 
provides for the establishment Qf a re
volving fund from which the depressed 
communities could borrow money at a 
reasonable rate of interest to improve 
their public facilities. Only in the case 
of the poorest communities whose eco
nomic base is insufficient or has deteri
orated to the extent to which the com
munity does not have a sufficient tax 
base to pay for the interest on loans does 
the program provide grants. 

The third step in community rede
velopment is to attract new industry. It 
is a well-known fact that capital in the 
declining communities is not as venture
some as that in expanding and growing 
communities. Consequently, the ques
tion of credit becomes more acute in 
these areas. The proposed legislation 
would, therefore, establish a revolving 
fund from which businesses locating or 
expanding in these communities would 
be able to obtain loans. The bill provides 
for two separate revolving funds: one for 
industrial communities and the other for 
rural areas where income is commonly 
low and where underemployment pre
vails. 

A fourth aspect of the proposed pro
gram deals with the training of the hu
man resources in the community. In 
rural areas there is frequently a lack of 
sufficiently trained personnel available 
for new plants. In industrially depressed 
areas the skills of many people have be-

come obsolete because the demand for 
the products in which they have been 
engaged has lessened or disappeared be
cause of changes in consumer habits or 
new technological developments, or be
cause of depletion of resources or change 
of industrial location. 

The program would, therefore. provide 
for the establishment of training facili
ties in these areas to equip the labor force 
to accept new jobs. In many cases it 
would be unreasonable to expect people 
who have been exposed to long periods 
of unemployment to be able to undergo 
an effective training program without 
any means of subsistence. The program 
provides that persons undergoing train
ing for new jobs w<>uld receive subsist
ence payments during the period of 
training, but not for a Reriod exceeding 
13 weeks. It has been realized that this 
type of program may be very costly. But 
the proposed program would limit the 
.subsistence payments to $10 million a 
year. This would allow the administra
tor of the program to evaluate the need 
and effectiveness of subsistence pay
ments, but at the same time restrict the 
budgetary outlays to a bare minimum. 

Finally the program would extend the 
present urban renewal program to 
blighted commercial areas. At present, 
·urban renewal activity is primarily lim
ited to residential slum areas. 

In outlining the program, I failed to 
mention the sums allocated for the re
volving funds in connection with the 
community facilities and the amount to 
be expended for grants and loans. The 
bill as approved by the Senate calls for 
three revolving funds of $100 million 
each for loans in industrial areas, loans 
in rural areas and for public facilities. 
A $75 million fund was provided for 
grants. This, it should be noted, was the 
total extent of th~ fund and not an an
nual amount. 

Unfortunately, as an over-simplifica
tion, the $300 million allocated for re
volving funds, the $75 million grants, the 
$10 million subsistence payments and the 
$4.5 million for technical assistance have 
been added up and totaled, giving the im
pression that the bill provides for an an.:. 
nual expenditure of $379.5 million. 

This, of course, is a misrepresentation. 
The $300 million revolving funds are not 
really an expenditure or a burden upon 
the taxpayer. The best experience with 
this type of loan by the RFC, Small Busi
ness Administration and others ha$ 
shown that these loans are repaid in full. 
Moreover, the interest that borrowers 
will have to pay on these loans will be 
in excess of the interest paid for by the 
Federal Government. Hence, the loans 
would not constitute any burden upon 
the taxpayer. 

But the revolving funds for the loans 
would have to appear as an additional 
.budgetary outlay, and because of the 
overzealousness to balance the budget 
from a bookkeeping point of view, pro
ponents of the legislation have feared 
a repetition of last year's unfortunate 
veto of similar legislation. The majority 
of the House Banking and Currency 
Committee has, therefore, cut down the 
amount of the proposed loans by one
third. As the bill now provides, there 
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will be two revolving funds-one for $75 
million for loans, and $50 million revolv
ing fund for public facilities. In addi
tion, the funds allocated for grants are 
reduced to $35 million. 

I am happy to note, however, that 
none of the programs proposed by the 
Senate has been eliminated. 

I commend the distinguished Mem
bers of the House Banking and Cur
rency Committee for the diligent work 
that they have done on this bill and the 
spirit of compromise which they have 
displayed in order to secure administra
tion appproval of the proposed legisla
tion. 

I urge that we enact S. 722 as 
amended by the House Banking and 
Currency Committee without further 
delay. 

The country needs this - legislation. 
We must help stamp out the blight of 
depressed areas from our midst. At 
this time when we all rejoice in the 
Nation's economic recovery, we must 
plan ahead to prevent the reoccurrence 
of recessions and economic decline. 
Aid to depressed areas is a most effec
tive tool to prevent, or at least reduce 
the impact of further recessions. The 
program should also help millions of 
Americans in the depressed areas to en
joy a greater measure of prosperity 
and to partake in our improving stand·
ard of living. 

A substantial measure of highly val
uable research work has been done by 
an organization known as the Area 
Employment Expansion Committee to 
·support and point up .the need for' ·a 
Federal area redevelopment . program. 
One of the fact sheets· recently issued 

·by the Area -Employment · Expansfon 
Committee has to do. with a situation in 

·the State of New York. The text of 
this New York fact sheet study, sup
ported by detailed tables ·which I have 
omitted in the interest of brevity, is as 

·follows: · 
.AREA REDEVELOPMENT FACT SHEET No. 61-

NEW YORK STATE 

The Empire State is among those which 
would benefit from the proposed area re
development legislation. While the total 
number of areas immediately affected con
stitutes a somewhat smaller proportion of 
the total of the State than is prevalent in 
other States where there are more chronical
ly distressed areas, yet th~ problems are 
none the less serious in this State. 

In January 1959, there were one major 
labor market, Utica-Rome, and 11 smaller 
areas which would become eligible immedi
ately for benefits under the area redevelop
ment bill. Their total civilian labor force 
was over one-half million people, which 
probably represented some 6 percent of the 
State's working population. The average 
rate of unemployment in these areas was 
11.9 percent. It would take 29,865 new jobs 
to eliminate the unemployment in excess of 
6 percent in these areas. 

In addition, there were six major labor 
markets, four smaller labor markets and 
three very small labor markets in which 
there was a substantial labor surplus. Con
tinued high unemployment in these areas 
would graduate them into the chronically 
distressed state. It is probable that some 
of these areas will reach this condition. 

There are 23 counties for which no labor 
market data are currently available. 

DISTRESSED AREAS 

A. Major labor market 
Utica-Rome: This large labor market in 

central New York State, including both 
Oneida and Herkimer counties, suffered seri
ously from the postwar contraction of the 
textile industry. It has struggled desper
ately to replace some of the textile jobs with 
new durable goods plants, but these have 
also been hard hit by unemployment. While 
these plants have opened up new jobs for 
the younger people, they have not provided 
job opportunities for the older population. 
As a result the rate of unemployment in the 
labor market in January 1959 was 11.8 per
cent. 

The unemployment rate reached a high of 
11.3 percent in January 1955, but had de
clined in the subsequent years reaching a 
low in the fall of 1956. In 1958 this labor 
market again suffered reverses so that the 
average unemployment rate for 1958 was 10.4 

-percent. The community needs consider:.. 
able assistance to revamp itS basic economic 
structure. 

B. Smaller labor markets 
Eleven smaller labor markets have had a 

high rate of unemployment for long enough 
periods to become eligible for benefits under 
the area redevelopment bill. 

The following are the periods during 
which these smaller labor market areas have 
been certified as having had substantial la
bor surpluses: 

Periods of substantial labor surpluses: 
Amsterdam: June 1954 through Septem

ber 1956, March 1958 to date. 
Auburn: January 1955 through July 1955, 

Apr111958 to date. 
Batavia: March 1958 to date. 
Elmira: April1958 to date. 
Glens Falls-Hudson Falls: June 1958 to 

date. 
Gloyersville: November 1952 through Sep

tember 1955, Apr111958 to date. 
- Kingston: September 1958 to date. 

Newburgh-Middletown-B-eacon: July 1958 
"to date. · 

Oneida: June 1958 to date. 
Plattsburgh: M.arch 1959 to date. · 
Watertown: April 1958 to date. 

. Amsterdam: This textile community has 
suffered repeated setpacks from the closing 
of large textile mills. The shift of mills 
from this area to other States and the con
traction of operations are the basic causes 
for its difficulties. The community has made 
desperate efforts to attract new plants. It 
has sponsored local industrial advances 
though individual improvements have been 
made. 

The labor market includes Montgomery 
. county. It has had annual average rates of 

unemployment of 9.4 percent in 1955; 9.8 
percent in 1956; 8.9 percent in 1957 and 
14.1 percent in 1958. In January 1959, the 
unemployment rate was 13.5 percent. 

Auburn: Including as this labor market 
does Cayuga County, it has been a center of 

_industrial activity except that it has.sutiered 
from plant closings and the contraction of 
some of its basic industries. Among the 
most significant closings was that of the In
ternational Harvester Co. Recently an elec
trical machinery company moved out of the 
area. Difficulties are being faced by other 
textile plants in the area. The annual aver
age rate of unemployment in 1955 was 9.1 
percent; in 1956, 7.1 percent; in 1957, 8.4 
percent and in 1958, 14.3 percent. Relief 
from continued high unemployment is not 
in sight. 

Batavia: This labor market includes Gene
see County. Its annual average rate of un
employment in 1957 was 8.8 percent and in 
1958, 9.4 percent. While it was only re
cently certified as having substantial labor 
surpluses, it faces serious problems. Layoffs 
have occurred in its machinery and primary 

metal industries and many of its local resi
dents must depend upon jobs in nearby areas 
for continued employment since the area 
does not itself support the population. 

Elmira: This labor market includes Che
mung County. Unemployment began to as
sume serious proportions in December 1957 
and has continued at high levels through 
1958 and in 1959. In February 1959 the rate 
was 11.1 percent. The community has suf
fered from widespread layoffs in machinery 
and the electrical equipment plants. 

Glens Falls-Hudson Falls: This labor mar
ket includes both the counties of Warren 
and Washington. Unemployment was most 
marked in 1958 with reductions in the elec
trical equipment, paper, and textile indus
tries. In 1958 the average rate of unem
ployment was 9.7 percent. 

Gloversville: This is one of the truly 
chronically distressed labor markets. It en
compasses Fulton County. It suffers from 
the decline of the dress, glove and the woolen 
knit glove industry. These have been ad
versely affected by imports. This area has 
been suffering from continuing high unem
ployment for a number of years. In 1955, 
the average rate of unemployment was 13.0 
percent; in 1956, 9.3 percent; in 1957, 14.1 
percent and in 1958, 19.5 percent. In 1959, 
the rate was 17.9 percent in February. This 
is an area needing immediate and continu
ing attention. 

Kingston: This labor market of Ulster 
County has suffered from the closing of a 
large machinery manufacturing plant, as 
well as losses in the aircraft, paper, and 
chemical industries. Only the seasonal 
pickups in the summer resort trade help off-

· set these setbacks. The average rate of un
employment in 1958 was 8.1 percent and in 
January 1959, 10.4 percent. 

Newburgh-Middletown-Beacon: This labor 
market includes Orange and Putnam Coun
ties as well as the city of Beacon and the 
town of Fishkill in Dutchess County. There 
·have been widespread layoffs in the apparel, 
textiles, leather ,goods, metals, al!d _ma
chinery industries. Many residents work
ing in outside areas have · also been ad
versely affected. The average rate of un.
·employment in 1958 was 9.7 percent. Much 
hope has been placed in the economic ·ef
fects of the New York Thruway but these 
have not yet lived up to expectations. 

Oneida: The Madison County labor mar
ket has also recently been added to the list 
of the distressed areas. There have been 
heavy cutbacks in the silverware industry. 
This is a community which needs long term 
improvements. Residents have been work
ing in outside areas and commuting and the 
cutbacks in these outside areas have ad
versely affected local people. The unem
ployment rate has been particularly high in 
1958, with an annual average rate of 13.1 
percent. Long term redevelopment is es
sential. 

Plattsburg: This labor market includes 
Clinton County and has suffered from the 
long term drop in construction and losses· in 
mining industries. The average rate of un
employment in- 1958 was 12.9 percent and 
unemployment continued at a high rate of 
15 percent in February 1959. 

Watertown: The Watertown labor market 
includes Jefferson County. The d~culties 
of this community are attributable to the 
decline in employment in the machinery 
and paper industries. The high unemploy
ment rates were first noticeable in March 
1957 and continued through all of 1958. 
The average rate of unemployment for 1958 
was 11.6 percent. 

AREAS OF SUBSTANTIAL LABOR SURPLUS 

In addition to the preceding distressed 
areas there are a number of labor markets 
with substantial labor surpluses. This 
condition has not been of sufficient duration 
to qualify them for the benefits of the act. 
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These areas will become eligible as of the 
following dates: 

Corning-Hornell, June 1959. 
Olean-Salamanca, June 1959. 
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, July 1959. 
Buffalo, July 1959. 
New York, July 1959. 
Syracuse, July 1959. 
Jamestown-Dunkirk, July 1959. 
Orleans, September 1959. 
Binghamton, October 1959. 
Catskill, December 1959. 
Waterford-Mechanicsville-Stillwater, Jan-

uary 1960. 
Wellsville, January 1960. 
Rochester, July 1960. 

Executive Censorship 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN E. MOSS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 26, 1959 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, studies con
ducted by the Special Subcommittee on 
Government Information, at the direc
tion of Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, Of Il
linois, chairman of the House Committee 
on Government Ope·rations, show that 
only by constant vigilance can the Con
gress prevent unjustified restrictions 
which executive agencies seek to impose 
upon the availability of information · to 
the Congress and the public. The sub
committee recently received frol_ll Sena
tor HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, of Minnesota, 
an account of some of tlie censorship 
obstacles encountered . by the Senate 
Subcommittee on Disarmament, of 
which the Senator is chairman. His 
statement illustrates the necessity for 
congressional committees to be ever alert 
for attemptS _ by executive agencies to 
misuse secrecy labels which are intended 
solely for the protection of genuine se
curity matters, not for hiding informa
tion which may cause controversy or be 
against policy. 

The statement follows: 
ExPERIENCE OF THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

DISARMAMENT ON THE DECLASSIFICATION OF 
GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS AND TESTIMONY 

(Statement of Senator HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
chairman, to the Special House Subcom
mittee on Government Informati9n) 
Achieving a balance between informing 

the public and preventing the dissemination 
of information which would be injurious to 
the Nation's security is one of the great 
problems that confronts our Government at 
the present time. In this effort both the 
executive and legislative branches have a. 
responsibility. 

The Congress has been wise to establish 
special committees to study this problem and 
to take or recommend action when agencies 
of the executive branch a-ppear to be re
stricting unduly the availability of informa
tion to the public. In addition to these 
special committees the other committees of 
the Congress must also be alert constantly 
to guard against the deliberate or inadvert
ent suppression of important data. when 
national security is not involved. 

The purpose of this testimony is to share 
with the Special Government Information 
Subcommittee of the House Committee on 

Government Operations the experience of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee 
on Disarmament with the declassification of 
information by the executive branch. I am 
presenting this statement in response to a. 
request from the distinguished chairman of 
the subcommittee, JoHN E. Moss. 

It is not my intention to suggest that the 
specific. cases I cite be investigated further. 
Rather, it is to show that information is 
withheld for reasons that cannot be justi
fied in the name of national security and to 
stress the need for vigilance on this matter 
by all congressional committees. 

Over the past year the Subcommittee on 
Disarmament held a number of hearings, 
many of them in executive session. In all 
cases the executive session was held because 
the witness requested it. Usually, after such 
a session the transcript of the hearing was 
submitted to the executive agency or agen
cies involved for review. The executive 
agency then marked those parts of the testi
mony that, in its opinion, should remain 
classified. In order to determine whether 
this classification was justified, the subcom
mittee and its staff reviewed carefully the 
testimony after it was returned by the 
executive officials. When the reason for the 
classification was not self-evident, the execu
tive officials were questioned about it. Fre
quently a reason other than security was 
given for restricting the information. When 
these erroneous reasons were pointed out the 
executive officials often lifted the classifica
tion label. 

The experience of the Subcommittee on 
Disarmament suggests that in a great many 
cases the executive branch censors testimony 
for insufficient reason. In order to correct 
this practice the committees of the Con
gress and their staffs ought to review care
fully all testimony which executive depart
ments ask to have classified. The review . 
should seek to determine the reasons for 
continued classification and whether they 
are valid. Such a procedure would redound 
to the benefit of the electorate by providing 
our citizens with an opportunity to become 
better informed. Members of Congress 
would also be in a mucli better position to 
perform their constitutional responsib'nities. 

The cases which follow 1llustrate the vari
ous points I wish to bring out: 

·1. The Central Intelligence Agency, in re
viewing testimony given by a noted scientist, 
had classified a passage of testimony. When 
questioned as to why, the CIA official indi
cated he did not agree with the conclusion of 
the sciimtist arid incorrect information 
should not be given out. When challenged 
further on the point, the CIA representative 
agreed to let the scientist's conclusion stand.t 

2. The Atomic Energy Commission at first 
classified portions of testimony given by one 
of its chiefs of divisions that there was no 
evidence the Soviet Union was developing, 
testing, or producing so-called clean nuclear 
weapons; that is, weapons with reduced 
radioactive fallout. The Commission was 
asked whether it was not in the interest of 
the United States to have this information 
brought out. The Commission reviewed the 
matter and decided that the information was 
of interest and agreed to leave in that portion 
of the testimony.2 

3. The Department of State had struck out 
of testimony questions by the chairman and 

1 Hearings of the Subcommittee on Dis
armament, "Control and Reduction of Arma
ments," pt. 17, testimony of Dr. Hans Bethe, 
p. 1539, discussion of the number of earth
quakes occurring each year in the U.S.S.R. 
and China equal to a given yield of nuclear 
explosive. 

2 Hearings of the Subcommittee on Dis
armament, "Control and Reduction of Arma
m~nts," pt. 16, testimony of Brig. Gen. Alfred 
D. Starbird, p. 1394. -

answers by a witness regarding a study being 
made by the ·Government on U.S. oversea 
bases. When it was pointed out by the sub
committee that this information was con
tained in a news conference of the Secretary 
of State, the Department officials then said 
the testimony had been deleted because it 
seemed irrelevant. It was suggested that it 
was not the function of the Department in 
reviewing testimony for publication to rule 
on the relevancy of the discussion, partic
ularly questions the chairman considered 
sufficiently relevant to raise in the first place. 
The Department then agreed to leave in the 
discussion on the oversea base problem.s 

4. The Department of the Army and the 
Department of Defense classified testimony 
relating to the results of Operation Sage
brush, simulated war maneuvers of the 
Armed Forces using tactical nuclear weapons. 
The Army refused to remove the classifica
tion even after it was pointed out that at 
the time of the maneuvers, in October 1955, a 
reporter wrote extensive stories about them 
and that these news accounts could only 
have been written as a result of considerable 
background briefing on the part of military 
officers. Part of the reason why the Army 
wished to continue to classify the informa
tion, according to one officer, was that the 
results indicated the Army didn't know quite 
what it was doing in the maneuvers. Even 
if this were true, said the officer, the infor
mation should not be released.' 

5. The Department of the Army requested 
the elimination from the record to be pub
lished several portions of testimony sub
mitted by Army Chief of Staff, Gen. Maxwell 
Taylor. When challenged on the classifica
tion, over 90 percent of what had been taken 
out was restored. Among the passages finally 
declassified were those containing general 
discussions of new nuclear weapons devel
opment and the tactical uses of these weap
ons. They also put back statements the 
general had made on the necessity of im
proving our nonatomic or conventional 
weapons capab111ties if a. nuclear weapons 
test ban should go into effect, general infor
mation on the fabrication of nuclear weap
ons, expressions of opinion regarding the re
lHtbility of agreements with the U.S.S.R., 
views on the psychological impact of a nu
clear test suspension on people around the 
world, and the effects of nuclear fallout.5 

6. The Government continues to classify 
significant information dealing with seis
mology, the study of earthquakes and move
ments in the interior of the earth. This 
includes testimony given before the Disarma
ment Subcommittee and documents sub
mitted to the subcommittee by executive 
agencies. The subcommittee has never re
ceived a satisfactory explanation as to why 
such studies should be kept secret.8 

The reason that such studies should be 
made available is that advances in the 
science of seismology are needed and neces
sary to improve our knowledge about the 
detection and identification of underground 
nuclear explosions. It is to the interest of 
the United States to speed up our work in 

'a Hearings of the Subcommittee on Dis
armament, "Disarmament and Foreign Pol
ley," pt. I, testimony of William C. Foster, pp. 
73-74. 

' Hearings of the Subcommittee on Dis
armament, "Disarmament and Foreign Pol
icy," pt. I, testimony of Gen. Maxwell D. 
Taylor, p. 140. 

'Ibid., pp. 116, 117, 118, 119, 133, and 136. 
s Since . preparing this statement I am 

pleased to report that some of this informa
tion has been released. Some material con
tained in the Berkner Report on Seismic 
Improvement was released on June 12. There 
is the possib111ty that more of such informa
tion v,rill be forthcoming. 
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this field so that we may have a better con
ception of the capabilities of a control sys
tem for the cessation of nuclear weapons 
tests. An expanded research program in 
seismology is essential and a number of well
qualified and prominent seismologists and 
geophysicists have recommended specific 
projects; yet, the detailed description of 
these projects and the estimates given for 
the workability of certain theories for the 
detection and identification of nuclear 
weapons tests remain closed to the public 
and to scientists throughout the country. 
What is particularly of concern is that some 
of our scientists who have visited the Soviet 
Union within the past year report that in 
some fields in seismology the Soviet Union is 
much more advanced than the· United States 
and that in many respects more money is 
being spent on fundamental research in 
seismology in the Soviet Union than is being 
spent in the United States. 

This suggests to me that the Department 
of Defense should not be the primary agency 
responsible for developing programs in the . 
field of seismology and related scientific 
fields. Perhaps if this work were lodged in 
the Coast and Geodetic Survey of th!'l De
partment of Commerce or the National 
Academy of Science, the scientists of the 
country would have access to the results of 
studies made and experiments conducted. 

The six cases discussed briefly illustrate 
that Government agencies mistakenly 
classify information and deny it to the pub
lic. These are not the only cases that could 
be cited, but I believe the ones · I have sub
mitted amply demonstrate the need for vigi
lance on the part of congressional commit
tees to review carefully all transcripts which 
contain classified information. If this is 
done, then perhaps executive agencies, too, 
will exhibit greater awareness of the public's 
need to know and will exercise greater care 
in the future in the classification of tes~i
mony. 

I would not want to end this statement 
without emphasizing that in most cases over
classification of information is not a delib
ex:ate effort to deceive the people or to protect 
the Government from criticism. Generally 
I think it is due to a habit of being over
cautious; in other words, to follow the rule 
to_ classify when in doubt. 

River Valley. A second jewel, Crater 
Lake National Park in the Cascade 
Range; adjoins the Fourth District. 

I am glad I did not have to make the 
five selections. Oregon in this centen
nial year is more lovely than ever. It is 
beautiful. 

Under leave to extend my remarks in 
the REcORD I now include "Make Mine 
Oregon": 

MAKE MINE OREGON 
(By RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, U.S. Senator, 

Oregon) 
One sultry day last June, my wife Maurine 

was at a swimming party in Washington, 
D.C., with nine other wives of U.S. Senators. 

Pool-side conversation turned to the sub
ject of each wife's home State. Maurine 
was amazed to find she was the only woman 
there who still had a house of her own in 
the State which had sent her husband to 
the Senate. The others confessed they rarely 
returned to their States, except perhaps dur
ing election years. 

When Maurine-like a good Senate wife
reported her findings to me, we tried to 
figure it out. It didn't take long. Our home 
State is Oregon. Obviously, the rest of the 
Senate wives by the pool that afternoon came 
from States whose charms were pallid by 
contrast with Oregon's. 

The evergreen forests and snowy peaks of 
Oregon have such a hold on us that we 
head westward the minute the Vice Presi
dent's gavel falls on the closing Senate ses
sion. We never return to the Capital until 
the reading clerk is ready to intone the first 
rollcall of the new Congress. And we 
usually travel by train, so we can savor the 
thrill of rolling into Oregon through the 
gi:eat natural gateway of the Columbia 
Gorge. 

Indeed, we understand well the sentiments 
of the young married couple, schoolteachers 
from New York City, who worked for a sum
mer as lookouts in Oregon's Mount Hood 
National Forest. They lived in a. crackerbox 
cabin on a lonely bowsprit of lava rock above 
a sea of fir trees. "It's downright breath
taking," they exclaimed. "And we even got 
paid for it. We had no idea our country 
contained a Shangri-La." · 

They were not the first or the most re
nowned to react so exuberantly. Six decades 
before, a mustached little Englishman avidly 
angled for Chinook salmon from the Clacka
mas River and exulted: 

Djck Neuberger Selects Oregon's Scenic 
Gems 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CHARLES 0. PORTER 

"I have lived. The American Continent," 
said Rudyard Kipling, "may now sink under 
the sea, for I have taken the best that it 

_ yields, and the best was ne·ither dollars, love, 
nor real estate." 

OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 26, 1959 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, native or 
adopted sons and daughters of Oregon 
can vouch for the Oregon which has been 
described by my good friend and col~ 
league Senator RICHARD L. NEUBERGER in 
the following article, "Make Mine Ore
gon." It appeared in the June 1959 
issue of Pageant magazine. -

A native of the State, a student of its 
beauties, and probably its most well
known author-politician, DICK NEU
BERGER agreed to select his favorite five 
spots in Oregon for the magazine. It 
was a difficul assignme.nt. How does one 
separate gem fro~ ge~? 

But he took the plunge and I am happy 
to report that one is in the Fourth Con
gressional District-it is Ashland's 
Shakespearean Festival in the Rogue 

Oregon is one of the few States of the 
West where it was rare for a frontiersman 
to perish from hunger. Tales of cannibal
ism might come from California or Colo
rado, but in Oregon there was always a 
stream bursting with fish or a mountain 
swale dotted with elk. Waterfowl streaked 
the sky overhead. Oregon was breadbasket 
and lumberyard for California's gold rush. 

The Columbia River is a symbol of Ore
gon's remarkable fecundity. Its salmon runs 
are worth $20 mi111on annually. It has 
the proportions of the Rhine or St. Lawrence. 
In its swift reaches lie over 40 percent o! 
our country's potential hydroelectric power. 
lt _frequently attains a depth of 300 feet and 
annually carries 180 million acre-feet of 
water to the sea. The surging Colorado, 
n~xt principal river of the American West, 
has a runoff of only 18 million a-cre-feet. 

Throughou_t western Oregon, evergreen 
trees flourish like weeds do everywh~re_ else. 
They thrive in backyards, cling precariously 
to mountainsides. Trees grow so profusely 
in Oregon that the early settlers actually 
burned off virgin fir and pine so they could 
clear the land for potatoes. This wasteful 

practice was stopped in time to save for 
Oregon some 434 billion board feet of saw
timber, which makes it by far the country's 
leading lumber-producing State. 

But these trees do more than support 70 
percent of Oregon manufacturing. payrolls. 
They safeguard the runoff of innumerable 
lakes and rivers; they furnish the snug home 
for big game, birds, and other wild crea
tures. 

Across the street from our 45-year-old 
colonial-style residence in Portland are fir 
trees twice the height of our three-storied 
roof. More evergreens grow in Portland than 
in any other city of the world, even in
cluding those in Vienna, immortalized by 
Johann Strauss' lilting "Tales From the 
Vienna Woods." 

A mere 1 percent of the national popula
tion-1,760,000 people-inh~bit Oregon, a 
realm more than twice the size of Pennsyl
vania. This- means that elk, mule deer, 
pronghorned antelope and ·cougars have not 
yet been civilized out of existence in our 
State. People fish for smelt in the rushing 
Sandy River with wastebaskets, washtubs 
and stewpots. Shovels and rakes bring in a 
rich harvest ·of crab, clams and oysters from 
the sea. · 

Oregon's 167 State parks are the most nu
merous of any State, and why not? Around 
every bend in the road is a scene worth per
manent protection. At Silver Creek Falls, a 
sheer cliff is embroidered with a varied series 
of lacy cataracts. At Ecola Park, timbered 
headlands of the Coast Range kneel spectacu
larly in the Pacific. · Lewis and Clark, first of 
all westbound Americans, picked the name 
"ecola," the Clatsop Indian word for "whale." 
My pulse always beats faster when I am 
camping or surf bathing where our Nation's 

· most important exploring party reached its 
goal. 

,Sometimes as I sit in my leather chair on 
the Senate floor, between Senators FRANK 
CHURCH, of Idaho, and ALBERT GORE, of Ten
nessee, I think of hand-hewn Timberline 
Lodge, notched into the great glacial face 
of Mount Hood, with its tempting choice be
tween 3-mlle ski runs and a steam-heated 
pool. My mind dwells in reverie on the 
meadows of clematis and bride's bonnet 
which dot the granite Wallowa Range, where 
gleaming little lakes are alive with trout. 

I recall turbulent rides on the· Rogue River 
in the boat which brings mail to the people of 
the wilderness, and I remember riding out of 
Hells Canyon across · the frowning hump of 
Freezeout Saddle. Hells Canyon is 6,500 feet 
deep--deeper even than the Grand Canyon 
of the Colorado-and sometimes the com
fortable Senate chair fades away and I am 
peering giddily down at the green Snake 
River, over a mile below. 

Being a U.S. Senator from Oregon has its 
rewards. But the penalty is spending so 
much time 3,000 miles away from Oregon. 

Oregon can spoil people for other places. 
Roses grow in abundance in Portland, the 
long, cool spring giving this loveliest of all 
flowers a special sheen and fragrance. If 
rodeos are your weakness, the annual Pendle
ton Round-Up is without peer. If flights 
of migratory waterfowl at sunset make you 
feel humble and nostalgic, the Malheur Na
tional Wildlife Refuge is in a class by itself. 

If the Malheaur Refuge were in distant 
Africa, Americans might cross the Atlantic 
and the Mediterranean to be awed by it. The 
immense refuge, established by President 
Theodore Roosevelt as a wildlife sanctuary, is 
100 miles long and 30 miles wide. One sees 
countless sandhill cranes, egrets, herons, 
pelicans, ducks and geese, swans, gulls, quail, 

. sage hens, and loons. As a wayfarer walks 
along the dikes, small game starts up--deer, 
raccoons, beavers. porcupine. badgers, 
coyotes, antelope. 

Oregon, less publicized than such States as 
California and Colorado, appears to my biased 
eyes to possess more grandeur than either. 
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Colorado lacks the ocean to offer contrast 
to its mountains. California, for all its 
magnificence, is searingly dry and arid. But 
Oregon lilts to murmuring water. 

Oregon reflects intellect and ideas, too. Her 
people have taxed themselves sacrificially in 
order to develop one of the finest school sys
tems in the Nation. During the Korean war, 
in Army aptitude and intelligence tests, GI's 
from Oregan had a higher proportion of 
successful grades than those from any other 
State except Minnesota. In the percentage of 
its adult population with less than 5 years of 
schooling, Oregon comes up with only 4.3 
percent--the best record save for Iowa, with 
3.9 percent. 

Oregon is but 1 century old this year, 
yet its contributions to Government would 
be worthy of a State in the Union since 
colonial times. It was a precedent-break
ing Oregon law which resulted in the orig
inal U.S. Supreme Court decision upholding 
a limitation on the number of hours which 
women could be worked in factories or 
laundries. 

Oregon also was the first State to adopt 
the initiative and referendum. To this day, 
petitions are circulated on Oregon street 
corners and rural roads, as proposals are 
placed on the ballot through the collection 
of signatures. Some people have reduced 
signature collecting to a skilled pastime, al
though pretty girls generally have the high
est skill of all. (And Oregon, where Jantzen 
bathing -suits were originated, has breath
takingly pretty girls.) Some 26 other States 
have copied Oregon's initiative and referen
dum laws. 

Furthermore, until Oregon demonstrated 
that there was a better way to do it, all 
U.S. Senators were appointed by State legis
latures. Land companies, timber barons, 
and railroads bought and sold Senate seats 
like baubles. Finally, in Oregon, a brilliant 
reformer named William S. U'Ren initiated 
a movement which developed over the years 
until, in 1906, Oregon became the first 
State ever to elect a U.S. Senator by direct 
popular vote. The old appointment method 
was thoroughly discredited. The _ 17th 
amendment to the Federal Constitution fol
lowed, ·requir~ng Members of the Senate 
from every State to be chosen at the ballot 
box. -

So plenty of original thinking has oc
curred in Oregon against the backdrop of 
limitless forests and glacial mountains. I 
always get a thrill when I enter a remote 
ranchhouse and find books from our well
stocked State library. Oregon citizens are 
assiduous readers of books, magazines, Gov
ernment documents and even the CoNGRES
siONAL RECORD. 

Below the timbered ramparts of the 
Siskiyou Range, Southern Oregon College 
sponsors one of the Nation's finest Shake
spearean festivals each August in an Eliza
bethan-style theater. Actors and actresses 
from as far as England participate. Tour
ists who have fished for salmon or steelhead 
trout by day sit under the stars at night for 
performances of "King Lear" or "Much Ado 
About Nothing." 

Yet, in Oregon, man's handiwork will al
ways seem secondary to the State's cosmic 
natural environment. 

Look down into the blue cauldron of 
Crater Lake, the great National Park of our 
State. The icy water fills the volcanic hol
low of Mount Mazama, which blew off its 
summit in prehistoric times. It is 2,000 feet 
from rim to water, and uncharted distances 
from there to the lake bottom. The 
ubiquitous evergreen, in the form of stately 
pines, stockades the lake's shore and the 
croutonlike islands. Lupines and heather 
ring the rocks. 

No Oregon resident can stand on the brink 
of this mighty spectacle without immeas
urable pride in a State which a generous 
Creator has tinted and touched so glorious~y. 

Columbus Day: 
Strengthen the 
the Americas 

An Opportunity 
Spiritual Bonds 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
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To 
of 

HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 26, 1959 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, as the 
author of H.R. 418, which seeks to de
clare October 12-Columbus Day-a legal 
holiday-! would like at this time to tell 
you about some of the outstanding 1958 
Columbus Day celebrations sponsored by 
the National Citizens Committee for Co
lumbus Day. 

As the first national chairman of the 
Columbus Foundation which now spon
sor the work of the National Citizens 
Committee for Columbus Day, i was more 
closely associated with the work of the 
national committee in 1958 than in the 
4 previous years of its existence. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI, of Wisconsin, has ex
plained to you why I was chosen to head 
the Columbus Foundation, an organiza
tion dedicated to increasing greater cul
tural and educational exchange and im
proved understanding among the peoples 
of the Western Hemisphere. 

THE COLUMBUS FOUNDATION 

Launched on October 12, 1958, the 
Columbus Foundation proposes to in
crease and broaden the traditional · ob
servance of Columbus Day in two ways: 

First. By stimulating such sister proj
ect::: as sister cities, sister schools and 
colleges, and sister organizations. 

Second. By encouraging educational 
and cultural exchanges through scholar
ships raised by communities, schools, col
leges, organizations and business groups. 

Now I want to commend the leaders of 
the National Citizens Committee for Co
lumbus Day for the fine work which is 
being done to bring to Americans . the 
significance of the discovery of the West
ern Hemisphere by Christopher Colum
bus. 

AMERICANS ALL-COLUMBUS DAY THEME 

The theme of the 1958 celebrations 
was: Americans All. No continent is 
so closely knit by religious ties as is the 
Western Hemisphere. All people who 
live on the American Continent are 
bound together by their belief in the 
fatherhood of God and the brotherhood 
of man-religious principles of Catho
lics, Protestants, and Jews. 

Only through the determined fulfill
ment of these spiritual values can we of 
this hemisphere prove to the world the 
value and effectiveness of our free west
ern system. 

Since the discovery of America over 
450 years ago, this continent has been 
an inspiration to the peoples of the 
world. From the beginning this new 
world has offered an opportunity for 
all peoples to seek and achieve a new 
and more meaningful life because our 
country was founded on the belief that 
spiritual faith, initiative, courage, and 
energy are traits held in high esteem. 

During the last 50 years, people have 
come to believe that the destiny of the 
world was in America's hands-that 
America was composed of men from the 
mold of Columbus-men who ques
tioned, dared, and dreamed-men who 
had the courage to translate their 
dreams into noble action for the bene
fit of all mankind. 

U.S. CITIZENS NEED TO KNOW MORE ABOUT 
LATIN AMERICANS 

In recent years, we of the United 
States have been too unmindful of the 
problems besetting our neighbors in the 
other 20 American Republics. After 
World War II, the national yearnings 
of the peoples of Asia and Africa burst 
upon us like a bomb. In our struggle 
to meet these unexpected responsibili
ties, we perhaps gave the impression to 
our Latin American neighbors that we 
no longer were concerned with their 
problems. At the same time, population 
growth in Latin America has been ex
ceeding ours. In conjunction with pop
ulation growth, there is a tremendous 
desire to push forward on the part of 
all Latin Americans to obtain some of 
the more tangible and intangible bene
fits of life. 

The 1958 demonstrations against Vice 
President and Mrs. NIXON in some of the 
Latin American countries reveal the ur
gent necessity for an improved under
standing among the citizens of the 21 
American Republics. 

In 1957, His Excellency Victor An
drade, then Bolivia's Ambassador to the 
United States and now her Foreign 
Minister, made this statement in an ad
dress before the Cosmopolitan Club of 
Pennsylvania State College: 

The average citizen in the United States 
is only vaguely aware of Latin America. He 
has, on the whole, a kindly feeling toward -
his southern neighbors and believes they will 
stand beside the United States in the event 
of crisis-as, indeed has been true in the 
past. But he knows comparatively little 
about Latin America and hears compara
tively little. Many Latin Americans feel 
they are taken for granted by the United 
States, and, perhaps there is something in 
that feeling. 

Recently, Members of Congress lis
tened to an address by President Jose 
Maria Lemus of El Salvador who pointed 
out that Communist imperialism men
aces the entire Western Hemisphere be
cause of "valuable allies" in the hemi'
sphere such as "social injustice, disorder, 
and political errors, the impoverishment 
of nations, and the wretchedness of great 
groups of human beings whom a weak
ened economy is not able to protect fully, 
nor offer comforting prospects." 
U.S. CITIZENS MAKE COLUMBUS DAY AN OCCA

SION TO LEARN ABOUT LATIN AMERICANS 

It is therefore with great pleasure that 
I tell you about some of the 1958 activi-
ties of the National Citizens Committee 
to dramatize this great historical date, 
October 12, as an occasion to learn more 
about our Latin American neighbors 
through meaningful exchanges of people 
and ideas. 

Under the leadership of the President 
of the United States, who made the 
Columbus Day address at the distin
guished New York City celebration, more 



9178 CO~G~SSIONAL RECORD-. HOUSE May 26 

than 40 State Governors issued 1958 
Columbus Day proclamations calling for 
observances on October 12 to create 
greater inter-American friendship and 
understanding under the theme "Ameri
cans All." In addition a majority of 
these Governors appointed State Colum
bus Day chairmen to stimulate statewide 
observances and to coordinate the activi
ties of the various communities. 

SUPPORT OF STATE GOVERNORS 

I would like to call your attention to 
the statewide Columbus Day observances 
in some of our States. It is particularly 
pleasing to report that my own State of 
New Jersey had a most outstanding series 
of celebrations under the leadership of 
Gov. Robert B. Meyner and such dis
tinguished mayors as my own mayor, 
Hon. Leo P. Carlin, of Newark. 

Other examples of outstanding state
wide celebrations were: Pennsylvania, 
Colorado, Ohio, Florida, Tennessee, 
Wisconsin, Iowa, California, Missouri, 
Delaware, Utah, Massachusetts, New 
York, Illinois, and the District of Co
lumbia. 

Cooperating Governors were: Hon. 
James E. Folsom, Alabama; Ernest W. 
McFarland, Arizona; Goodwin J. Knight, 
California; Steve McNichols, Colorado; 
Abraham Ribicoff, Connecticut; J. 
Caleb Boggs, Delaware; LeRoy Collins, 
Florida; Marvin Griffin, Georgia; Wil
liam G. Stratton, Illinois; Harold W. 
Handley, Indiana; Herschel C. Loveless, 
Iowa; George Docking, Kansas; Albert 
B. Chandler, Kentucky; Earl K. Long, 
Louisiana; Edmund S. Muskie, Maine; 
Theodore R. McKeldin, Maryland; Fos
ter Furcolo, Massachusetts; G. Mennen 
Williams, Michigan; Orville L. Freeman, 
Minnesota; James T. Blair, Jr., Missouri; 
Victor E. Anderson, Nebraska; Charles 
H. Russell, Nevada; Lane Dwinell, New 
Hampshire; Robert B. Meyner, New 
Jersey; Averell Harriman, New York; 
John E. Davis, North Dakota; C. William 
O'Neill, Ohio; George M. Leader, Penn
sylvania; Frank G. Clement, Tennessee; 
Price Daniel, Texas; Cecil H. Underwood, 
West Virginia; Vernon W. Thompson, 
Wisconsin; Milward L. Simpson, Wyo
ming; Luis Munoz Marin, Puerto Rico; 
The Board of Commissioners, Hon. Rob
ert E. McLaughlin, President, District 
of Columbia. 

SUPPORT OF MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

Through the years, the National Citi
zens Committee has invited Members of 
Congress to act as honorary sponsors 
for Columbus Day. In 1958, many dis
tinguished Senators and Congressmen 
not only were willing to serve as honor
ary sponsors, but they helped to set up 
Columbus Day committees in their States 
and districts. Others gave major talks 
on Columbus Day in their own States 
and elsewhere. 

U.S. Senators cooperating: Hon. 
George D. Aiken, of Vermont; Hon. J. 
Glenn Beall, of Maryland; Hon. Styles 
Bridges, of New Hampshire; Hon. Clif
ford P. Case, of New Jersey; Hon. John 
A. Carroll, of Colorado; Hon. Dennis 
Chavez, of New Mexico; Hon. Paul H. 
Douglas, of lllinois; Hon. John D. 
Hoblitzell, Jr., of West Virginia; Hon. 
Hubert H. Humphrey, of Minnesota; 

Hon. Irving M. Ives, of New York; Hon. 
Estes Kefauver, of Tennessee; Hon. 
John F. Kennedy, of Massachusetts; 
Hon. Thomas E. Martin, of Iowa; Hon. 
Wayne Morse, of Oregon; Hon. James 
E. Murray, of Montana; Hon. Richard 
L. Neuberger, of Oregon; Hon. William 
Proxmire, of Wisconsin; Hon. A. Willis 
Robertson, of Virginia; Hon. Leverett 
Saltonstall, of Massachusetts; Hon. 
Stuart Symington, of Missouri; Hon. 
John J. Williams, of Delaware; Hon. 
Ralph Yarborough, of Texas; Hon. Mil
ton R. Young, of North Dakota. 

U.S. House Members cooperating as 
honorary sponsors: Hon. Hugh J. Addo
nizio, of New Jersey; Hon. Victor L. An
fuso, of New York; Hon. Wayne Aspin
all, of Colorado; Hon. William A. Barrett, 
of Pennsylvania; Han. WalterS. Baring, 
of Nevada; Hon. Hale Boggs, of Louisi
ana; Hon. Gordon Canfield, of New Jer
sey; Hon. Emanuel Celler, of New York; 
Hon. Marguerite Stitt Church, of Illinois; 
Hon. Harold D. Donohue, of Massachu
setts; Han. Ivor D. Fenton, of Pennsyl
vania; Hon. John E. Fogarty, of Rhode 
Island; Hon. James G. Fulton, of Penn
sylvania; Hon. Kathryn E. Granahan, of 
Pennsylvania; Hon. Martha W. Griffiths, 
of Michigan; Hon. Wayne L. Hays, of 
Ohio; Hon. Lester Holtzman, of New 
York; Hon. Walter H. Judd, of Minne
sota; Hon. Don Magnuson, of Washing
ton; Han. Fred Marshall, of Minnesota; 
Hon. Joseph W. Martin, Jr., of Massa
chusetts; Hon. Chester E. Merrow, of 
New Hampshire; Hon. Joseph M. Mon
toya, of New Mexico; Hon. Albert P. Mo-

. rano, of Connecticut; Hon. Thomas E. 
Morgan, of Pennsylvania; Hon. Carl D. 
Perkins, of Kentucky; Hon. Henry S. 
Reuss, of Wisconsin; Hon. Peter W. Ro
dino, Jr., of New Jersey; Hon. Alfred E. 
Santangelo, of New York; Hon. D. S. 
Saund, of California; Hon. Hugh Scott, 
of Pennsylvania; Hon. Henry 0. Talle, 
of Iowa; Hon. Frank Thompson, Jr., of 
New Jersey; Han. Stewart L. Udall, of 
Arizona; Hon. William B. Widnall, of 
New Jersey; Han. Clement J. Zablocki, of 
Wisconsin. 

COOPERATION OF MAYORS 

In addition to the outstanding leader
ship given by Senators, Congressmen, 
and Governors, hundreds of mayors 
throughout the United States issued 
Columbus Day proclamations and ap
pointed local chairmen and local com
mittees to stimulate communitywide ob
servances to advance the goal of in
creased inter-American understanding 
under the theme of Americans All. 

In this category of accomplishment, 
tlie following cities deserve special 
recognition for their unusual efforts: 
Kansas City, Mo.; Salt Lake City, Utah; 
Springfield, Ill.; Wilmington, Del.; 
York, Pa.; Hoboken, N.J.; Denver, Colo.; 
Washington, D.C.; Nashville, Tenn.; 
Galveston, Tex.; San Jose, Calif.; Phil
adelphia, Pa.; Tampa, Fla.; Miami, Fla.; 
Fitchburgh, Mass.; Clayton, Mo.; 
Nashua, N.H.; Des Moines, Iowa; Peoria, 
Ill.; South Norwalk, Conn.; New Bruns
wick, N.J.; New London, Conn.; Oak
land, Calif.; Sacramento, Calif.; Albu
querque, N. Mex.; Minneapolis, Minn.; 
and many others. Reports are still com
ing in. These were the cities and towns 

giving full reports on their activities. 
There were countless others who carried 
out elaborate programs but did not write 
a full r_eport to the national committee. 

COLUMBUS DAY AIDS 

As background information for groups 
and schools, the national committee 
provided two excellent pamphlets: "The 
Leaders Guide" and "You and Your 
Latin American Neighbors"-the latter 
in collaboration with the Department of 
Public Information of the Pan Ameri
can Union. 

"You and Your Latin American 
Neighbors" received great praise from 
leaders everywhere. I recommend this 
pamphlet to the attention of every 
Member of Congress. 

In addition, I wish to also commend 
the following for their excellent Colum
bus Day materials: Dr. James A. Di 
Renna, Kansas City, Mo.; Hon. Mary 
A. Varano, Philadelphia; Sister Con
stantius, Clayton, Mo.; Tom Sarcone, 
Des Moines, Iowa; John Egizzi, Spring
field, Ill.; Charles G. Merlini, Utica, 
N.Y.; Sister Mary Janet, East Lansing, 
Mich.; Anthony E. Candela, Ashtabula, 
Ohio; Louis S. Solari, San Jose, Calif. 

Also noteworthy is the fact that these 
spectacular accomplishments were at
tained by private citizens in States and -
communities who joined forces to create 
Columbus Day celebrations across the 
Nation. There was not one cent ex
pended by the National Citizens Com
mittee for Columbus Day for salaries or 
paid staff. All of these skills were con
tributed and donated by the officers and 
executive committee as their contribu
tion to better inter-American friend
ship and international understanding. 

Furthermore, I was pleased to see the 
widespread development of interfaith 
Columbus Day committees in the States 
and cities. The District of Columbia 
committee ·did an exceptional job. I 
believe such a move represents a tre
mendous step forward in the extension 
of our spiritual leadership in North, 
Central and South America. 
THE 1958 NATIONAL CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR 

COLUMBUS DAY 

The 1958 National Citizens Committee 
for Columbus Day was composed of 
fifty-odd people from many organiza.:. 
tions in thirty-odd States across the 
country. Represented were business, 
labor, education, fraternal, religious, 
and nationality groups. It was the 
largest and most representative com
mittee in the national committee's his
tory. Again, I wish to express my ap
preciation for the fine leadership given 
by Italian-American organizations to 
Columbus Day celebrations everywhere, 
and to the Knights of Columbus who 
have labored so long to keep Columbus 
Day alive in this country. 

The 1958 Columbus Day Committee 
members were: Dr. George E. Arnstein, 
Washington, D.C.; Mrs. Eugene Baca
risse, New York City, N.Y.; James L. Ba
ker, Peoria, Ill.; Peter J. Bertoglio, 
Pittsburg, Calif.; James G. Blaine, Clo
vis, N. Mex.; Barnee Breeskin, Wash
ington, D.C., Dr. Arthur Campa, Denver, 
Colo.; Anthony E. Candela, Ashtabula, 
Ohio; Felix N. Cantore, New Brunswick, 
N.J.; Angelo J. Catucci, Washington, 



1959 CONGRESSIONAL· RECORD - -HOUSE 9179 
D.C.; Henry G. Catuccl, Washington, 
D.C.; Louis J. Colombo, Detroit, Mich.; 
Sister Constantius, C.S.J., Clayton, Mo.; 
Charles De Fazio, Jr., Hoboken, N.J.; 
John R. Di Cello, Kenosha, Wis.; Dr. 
James A. Di Renna, Kansas City, Mo.; 
Peter F. DiStefano, Buffalo, N.Y.; Fran
cis J. Donnelly, Kansas City, Kans.; Dr. 
William E. Dunn, Washington, D.C.; 
John Egizii, Springfield, Ill.; Joseph A. L. 
Errigo, Wilmington, Del.; Angelo Fabriz
io, Albuquerque, N. Mex.; Rudolph Faupl, 
Washington, D.C.; Mrs. Molly Ferrara, 
Tampa, Fla.; Philip A. Guarino, Wash
ington, D.C.; Joseph V. Garrety, York, 
Pa.; Lawrence P. Girolami, Sacramento, 
Calif.; M.P. Goebel, Corpus Christi, Tex.; 
Richard M. Gunn, Tennessee; Rev. Fred
eri_ck G. Hochwalt, Washington, D.C.; 
Thomas F. Hogan, Norwalk, Conn.; Rev. 
Alfred F. Horrigan, Louisville, Ky.; 
Dr. J. Dan Hull, Washington, D.C. 

Sister Mary Janet, East Lansing, 
Mich.; Paul E. Johnson, Indianapolis, 
Ind.; Richard E. Kellogg, Washir.gton, 
D.C.; Newell Knight, Salt Lake City, 
Utah; Milton S. Kronheiil}, Washington, 
D.C.; Col. Waldron E. Leonard, Wash
ington, D.C.; Frank Longano, Cincin
nati, Ohio; Don P. Luther, Detroit, 
Mich.; V. P. Mickey McGinn, Phoenix, 
Ariz.; Rev. Frederick A. McGuire, Wash
ington, D.C.; Justin J. McCarthy, Wash
ington, D.C.; Charles G. Merlini, Utica, 
N.Y.; Ted Moreno, Eugene, Oreg.; Hon. 
Judge George D. Neilson, Washington, 
D.C.; John T. O'Brien, Washington, 
D.C.; Richard C. O'Connell, Baltimore, 
Md.; Dr. Alejandro Orfila, Pan American 
Union; Andrew A. Ovellette, Nashua, 
N.H.; Oliver · A. Ossanna, Minneapolis, 
Minn.; Miss Inez Petersen, Sioux City, 
Iowa; Dr. Thomas G. Pollock, New York 
City~ N.Y.; John S. Prico, Oakland, 
Calif.; Hon. Peter W. Rodino, Jr., New
ark, N.J.; Frank A. Romano, Fitchburg, 
Mass.; Mrs. Mary E. Romano, New Lon
don, Conn.; Saul N. Sanfilippo, San Jose, 
Calif.; Tom Sarcone, Des Moir..es, Iowa; 
D. V. Signa, Greenville, Miss.; Paul E. 
Smith, Washington, D.C.; Louis S. 
Solari, San Jose, Calif.; James Sottile, 
Jr., Miami, Fla.; Stanley S. Villavasso, 
Baton Rouge, La.; Hon. Mary A. Varallo, 
Philadelphia, Pa.; Nello Ventura, Ke
nosha, Wis.; John W. White, Washing
ton, D.C. 

NATIONAL SPONSORS 

As I pointed out earlier, the National 
Citizens Committee is a voluntary citi
zens organization with no paid staff. 
There are, however, expenses for secre
tarial services, duplication of materials 
and mailings. These expenses under
written through 1958 by the following 
national sponsors: 

Sam G. Baggett, vice president, United 
Fruit Co. 

Edgar R. Baker, manager, Time-Life 
International. 

H. W. Balgooyen, vice president, 
American & Foreign Power Co. 

Charles R. Cox, president, Kennecott 
Copper Corp. 

John A. Diemand, president, Insur
ance Co. of North America. 

Fred M. Farwell, executive vice presi
dent, American Telephone & Telegraph 
Co. 

W. Latimer Gray, senior vice presi
dent, First National Bank of Boston. 

Walter Hai'llischfeger, president, 
Harnischfeger Corp. 

Carl N. Jacobs, p;resident, Hardware 
Mutual Casualty Co. 

John K. Jenney, director, foreign rela
tions department, E. I. du Pont de 
Nemours & Co. 

Charles A. Meyer, vice president, 
Sears, Roebuck & Co. 

W. M. Miller, vice president, Singer 
Sewing Machine Co. 

Howard M. Packard, president, S. C. 
Johnson & Son, Inc. 

J.P. Spang, Jr., president, the Gillette 
Co. 

Wm. S. Youngman, Jr., director, 
American International Underwriters 
Corp. 

Address by Hon. James C. Davis of Geor· 
gia, before the Alexandria, Va., Rotary 
Club 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 26, 1959 

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Speaker, My 
good friend and colleague, the Honorable 
JAMES C. DAVIS of Georgia, was guest 
speaker for the Alexandria, Va., Rotary 
Club at a luncheon meeting today in my 
congressional district. 

I was indeed fortunate in being able to 
obtain a copy of his speech, and as I am 
firmly convinced this message is of in
terest not only to the membership of this 
august body, but also to the entire citi
zenry of these United States, I am 
pleased and honored .to be able to present 
it in its entirety to you: 
SPEECH DELIVERED TO ALEXANDRIA ROTARY 

CLUB LUNCHEON MEETING, MAY 26, 1959 
I appreciate very much the kind remarks 

of Mr. Marshall Beverley in his in traduction. 
He is a staunch believer in the principle of 
States rights, and I have admired him for 
the fact that he recognizes the need for 
continued maintenance of our segregated 
school system. I appreciate the fact that he 
stands squarely in the open in favor of these 
principles. 

I regard it as a privilege to be invited to 
address your splendid club. It has been my 
pleasure at home in Georgia to speak to the 
Rotary clubs in my congressional district 
from time to time. The membership of the 
Rotary clubs at home consists of some of 
our finest and most outstanding citizens. 
From my knowledge of Rotarians there, I 
know your club here in Alexandria is made 
up of high type and outstanding business 
and civic leaders. 

I know you are seriously concerned with 
the grave issues which all of us face today, 
issues which require the best thought and 
effort not only of our officials, Federal, State, 
and local, but of each individual citizen. 
For in the final analysis no single one of us 
can shunt his responsibility for good gov
ernment off onto the shoulders of his 
neighbor. Under our form of government, 
each citizen must bear an equal responsibil
ity for good government. Just to the extent 
that I or you neglect that duty, just to that 
extent we may expect a failure in govern
ment. 

One of the greatest domestic issues facing 
the American people today is the problem of 

preserving the rights of the individual States 
against ever-increasing Federal encroach
ment--the problem of States rights on the 
one hand against Federal domination and 
tyranny on the other. 

The term "States rights" is· but the Amer
ican term for the principle of local self· 
government--a fundamental human right 
for which, over the centuries, those who love 
liberty have fought, struggled, and died. In 
the establishment of our American Govern
ment we recognized this right of self-gov
ernment. We incorporated it in our written 
Constitution, and we gave it its American 
name of States rights. 

The other principle relied upon by the 
founders was, of course, the principle of 
separation of powers-the creation of three 
coordinate branches of the Federal Govern
ment, legislative, executive, and judicial, 
each of which would be independent of the 
other. 

Those who founded our Government, being 
'realists, knew that the power of government 
would, on many occasions at least, fall into 
the hands of selfish men of boundless ambi
tion. They knew that the idea of benevo
lent government, without checks is a delu
sion. They knew the utter fallacy of setting 
up a government without limitations in the 
reliance that good men would control it. 
In this respect Thomas Jefferson said: 

"In the questions of power then, let no 
more be heard of confidence in man, but 
bind him down from mischief by the chains 
of the Constitution." 

I think that Thomas Jefferson believed 
that the structure of our liberty rests upon 
the twin pillars of States rights and sep
aration of powers. So long as these· pillars 
stand unimpaired, our liberties stand also. 
But if either of them be struck down, or 
slowly chipped away, then surely and in
evitably our temple of liberty will come 
crashing down. 

With almost prophetic vision that great 
Virginian Thomas Jefferson warned that the 
germ of dissolution of our Federal system 
lay in the Federal Judiciary. On that sub
ject he said: 

"Working like gravity by night and by 
day, gaining a little today and a little to
morrow, and advancing its noiseless step 
like a thief, over the field of jurisdiction, 
until all shall be usurped from the States, 
and the government of all be consolidated 
into one." 

Although the Supreme Court had mani· 
fested. the inclination throughout the years 
to expand its jurisdiction and influence, 
the basic principle of States rights re
mained fundamentally intact, remained a · 
sturdy support of the Constitutional liber
ties of the people throughout the years 
until about a quarter of a century ago. 
Until the 1930's our governmental system 

· was still fundamentally based on States 
rights, both in principle and in practice. 
This was so, not to the extent that many 
had desired, to be sure; not to the extent 
that the framers of the Constitution had 
recommended; but still to the extent that 
the vast majority of those vital economic, 
political, and social activities most closely 
affecting the lives of the people remained 
the subjects of State control and regulation, 
and were outside the province of the Fed
eral Government. 

In the last quarter century, however, we 
have seen assaults on States rights at many 
points. We have seen the National Gov
ernment in Washington expanded to its 

, present swollen size, to the accompaniment 
of a steady elimination of the reserved 
powers of the States. 

All three branches of the Federal Gov
ernment have participated in this move
ment. The people of the United States, 
rendered fearful and timid by economic de
pression, acquiesced in it. 

The Supreme Court resisted the trend 
until the 1930's; but in that era the 
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Supreme Court's role became, and has been 
since, one of aggrandizing the Federal Gov· 
ernment at the expense of the State. 

Since that time the Federal Supreme 
Court has handed down a long string of de· 
cisions which have tied the hands of State 
courts, State legislatures, and other State 
and local governmental agencies, rendering 
them powerless in many respects to oppose 
Communist infiltration and communistic 
activities. Among these decisions have 
been the Slochower case from New York, 
the Steve Nelson case from Pennsylvania, 
the Schware case from New Mexico, the Cole 
vs. Young from New York, the Watkins ca~e 
from Dlinois, the Passport cases, and many 
others. That Court also handicapped the 
courts and law enforcement officers in the 
Mallory case decision. 

One of the many Supreme Court decisions 
affecting local government and States rights 
was the school segregation decision in 1954. 
In the school cases the Supreme Court 
struck one of its hardest blows against the 
States and against the Constitution. . 

The people of Virginia are facing some vital 
decisions regarding the operation of your 
schools. The future of Virginia, and indeed 
the future of the South and of our country, 
will to a considerable extent be affected by 
the decisions you make and the action which 
the people of Virginia take this year and next 
year regarding the operation of your .school 
system. Now I want to talk to you some 
today about the important question of segre
gation in the schools. 

I was chairman of a subcommittee of Con
gress which made a detailed investigation of 
the integrated Washington school system in 
September and October 1956, 2 years after 
the schools were integrated in 1954. I am in 
position to know the facts about the Wash
ington schools. 

To the investigating committee in 1956, Dr. 
Carl Hansen, then assistant superintendent 
of schools, and now the superintendent of 
Washington schools made this · statement: 

"I think that the integration program in 
this city has been a miracle of social adjust
ment." 

That statement was in direct confii<;lt with 
the overwhelming evidence about the ch'aotic 
conditions in the Washington schools which 
are driving out the white parents and chil
dren, and which have already made Wash
ington a predominantly Negro city, a city in 
which the school population is 75 percent 
colored and the overall population is 53 per
cent colored. While Dr. Hansen was making 
that general statement, principals and teach
ers wer~ giving specific testimony along 
these lines: 

The principal of Eastern High School in 
Washington swore that he retired in 1955 
as a result of ill health directly attributable 
to the conditions that developed in Eastern 
High School after the integration of the 
District schools; that fighting, including stab
bings, went on continuously; that there were 
many sex problems; that colored boys began 
writing notes to the white girls, telling them 
their phone numbers and asking the girls for 
their numbers; that he heard colored boys 
making obscene remarks about a white girl 
passing in the hall; that white girls com
plained of being touched by colored boys in 
a suggestive manner when passing in the 
halls; that one white girl left school one 
afternoon and was surrounded by a group of 
colored boys and girls; that one of the colored 
boys put a knife at her back, marched her 
down an alley and backed her against a wall, 
and that while the group debated as to 
whether they should make her take her 
clothes off, she broke away and ran home. 
He testified that never in all of his experi
ence had he observed such filthy and revolt
ing habits in the lavatories. He testified that 
there were a dozen or more colored girls who 
became pregnant during his last year at 

Eastern High· School, and that virtually all 
social activities were abandoned in that 
school after integration. 

Here are just a few instances of typical 
testimony of principals and teachers: 

The principal of Theodore Roosevelt High 
School testified to disorder in the classrooms, 
including fights, foul and obscene language, 
carrying knives, pregnancies, passing obscene 
notes, continual efforts on the part of col
ored boys to approach white girls, even up to 
the week of the testimony; 10th grade stu
dents reading at 4th-, 5th-, and 6th-grade 
levels, etc. 

The principal of Davis Elementary School 
told the committee that the head of the 
NAACP Educational Committee in Washing
ton had called her up and demanded that 
a Negro child who had been transferred to 
kindergarten from first grade be put back 
in the first grade. She said this Negro told 
her, "I will give you 3 days, and then you will 
hear from me again." She told the com
mittee about pupils in the fifth grade read
ing on first-grade level. 

The principal at McFarland Junior High 
School, a formerly all-white school, told the 
committee that school probably would get 
back to a segregated status. His prediction 
is rapidly coming to pass. He told the com
mittee that disciplinary problems had a frus
trating effect upon the teachers; that this 
had its effect upon the teaching of the stu
dents. He detailed these problems as being 
such things as stealing, boys feeling girls, 
disobedience in the classroom, carrying 
knives, and that sort of things. He said it 
was necessary to call the pollee about 50 
times during the previous school year. 

An elementary schoolteacher at the Emery 
School testified that teaching in the schools 
was very difficult after integration; that it 
affected her health to the extent that she 
was a nervous wreck. 

A teacher in McKinley High School testi
fied that the colored students required con
siderably more time than the white stu
dents and that as a result the white stu
dents' suffered educationally because he 
could not get - to them to give them ind~
vidual instruction. One teacher told of a 
white senior at McKinley High School at
tacked by a group of colored boys and 
beaten so severely that 13 stitches were re
quired to be taken in his face; this was be
cause he objected to an integrated prom at 
the school. The father of this boy brought 
him to the Capitol to exhibit his injuries 
to members of the committee. I saw these 
injuries myself, and got the story from the 
boy and his father. That formerly all-white 
school is now 92 percent colored and 8 per
cent white. 

A teacher at Roosevelt High School, for
merly all-white, testified to disciplinary 
problems, concealed weapons, pregnancies, 
fighting, lying, stealing, one Negro boy and 
a white girl writing love letters to each 
other, miserably low grades. She testified 
she went to see a doctor at the end of the 
school year who told her, "You are on the 
verge of .a complete mental and physical 
breakdown." 

These instances I b.ave given you do not 
even begin to be all of the testimony about 
the deplorable and chaotic conditions in the 
District of Columbia schools after inte
gration. They are merely typical of testi
mony given to the committee day after 
day. I have dwelt at some length on the 
undisputed testimony about conditions in 
the schools simply to point out that Dr. 
Hansen's statement, "I think that the inte
gration program in this city has been a 
miracle of social adjustment," is as different 
from the actual facts presented as daylight 
is from darkness, and to point up his at
titude that this forced system of integration 
in Washington must be portrayed, at all 
costs, as a miraculous success. 

The plan of integration ·was - so set _up 
that it was so difficult as to be practically 
impossible for a white child to transfer out 
of an integra ted school. 

The . only relief for a parent who could 
not afford to send his child to a private 
school was to move out of the city of Wash
ington. This they proceeded to do in droves. 
This is most disturbing to all who are in
terested in the future of the Nation's Capi
tal. On March 2 this year, the District of 
Columbia Board of Commissioners made the 
announcement that Negroes in Washington 
now constitute · 53 percent of the total 
population. The school census taken in 
October 1958 showed that in Washington 
schools the colored pupils were 74.1 percent 
of the total and whites only 25.9 percent. 
In the last 5 years Washington has lost 
123,000 white people, leaving the white 
population 387,000. In the same 5 years the 
Negro population increased 98,000 to a total 
of 438,000. 

The notoriously radical newspaper, the 
Washington Post, has been one of the most 
ardent advocates beating the drums for 
race mixing throughout the years. 

Even this notoriously radical newspaper, 
blinded by its bias, was prodded into a 
mournful editorial on March 4 this year 
entitled, "New Form of Segregation," and 
reluctantly agreed that the situation is bad, 
and that it is· going to get worse. 

The record shows -that 62 percent of the 
teachers in the Washington schools now are 
colored with only 38 percent white. 

There are 4,287 teachers in the school sys
tem, and of this number, 1,092 are on a 
temporary basis. The temporary teachers 
are those who cannot qualify for a perma
nent teacher's position. The school records 
in Washington show that the great majority 
of teachers now applying to the Washington 
school system for positions are of low ability. 
In 1958, of 216 teachers who applied, 52 
passed the examination; in 1957, of 177 ap
plicants, 40 passed, etc. In the elementary 
schools more than 30 percent of the teachers 
are temporary. In mathematics, more than 
35 percent are temporary. . 

On May 3, 2 weeks ago, Dr. Carl Hansen, 
now Superintendent of the Washington 
schools, made a television appearance in 
Atlanta to speak in behalf of the Washington 
integrated school system. His expenses were 
paid by the Georgia Council on Human Re
lations, who also, he said, tendered him an 
extra $100 for making the appearance. 

In his Atlanta program Dr. Hansen was 
asked the question, "What would you say 
has -been the reception of the people in 
Washington to the new system?" 

His answer to that was, "I think the vast 
majority of the people in Washington feel 
that this has been a good thing to do." 

As to that statement, the facts speak for 
themselves. The mass exodus of white peo
ple from Washington since 1954 refutes that 
statement far better than anything I 
could say. 

The facts are almost directly in opposition 
to the answers give~ by Dr. Hansen. At the 
committee hearings, teacher after teacher 
told us, not in generalities, but of specific 
instances of friction and trouble. They came 
before us for 9 days giving detailed informa
tion. In this 30-minute speech I cannot even 
make a good beginning toward giving you 
the information we received in the school 
investigation. However, I can send you the 
printed hearings consisting of 512 printed 
pages. I will be glad to do so on request, 
and you may read this testimony for your
self. 

School conditions in Washington for white 
children and white parents are pathetic to
day. In some respects they are worse than 
they were in 1954 and 1956. Activities like 
this are going on: In February of this year 
a Negro teacher in an elementary school 
staged a play in the school in which two of 
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the characters were husband and wife. This 
Negro teacher cast a little white girl in the 
role of the wife,. and a Negro boy in the role 
of the husband. A few weeks ago a worried 
father told me that a Negro boy tried to 
kiss his daughter in the school; that she 
was able to fight him off, but he did succeed 
in kissing her girl companion. 

One parent of a daughter in one of the 
Washington schools brought me valentines 
from a Negro boy to his daughter, and val
entines. from another Negro boy to another 
white girl in the same school. 

In one of the schools a white girl married 
a Negro boy who previously attended the 
same school with her. 

In Washington schools today there is being 
carried on a revolting, systematic, progres
sive, disgusting campaign of race amalga
mation. The situation is not improved. 
These conditions will develop anywhere 
under the same circumstances. 

The pregnancy situation in the junior and 
senior high schools is so acute that on the 
6th day of May the District Congress of Par
ents and Teachers adopted a resolution call
ing for a special education program to insure 
continued schooling for the many pregnant 
students of the Washington school system. 
In that connection, the District of Columbia 
public health reports show that more 
than one out of every four Negroes born 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, -MAY 27, 1959 

The House met at 11 o'clock a.m . . 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D.D., o:t!ered the following prayer: 
n Corinthians 4: 8: We are troubled 

on every side, yet not distressed; we are 
perplexed, but not in despair. 
. 0 Thou eternal Spirit of the living 

God, inspire us during this day with a 
vivid assurance of Thy divine guidance 
in our search and struggles to find the 
right solution to life's varied and diffi
cult problems. 

Grant that through the discipline of 
hard experiences and trying circum
stances we may learn the needed lessons 
of patience and perseverance. 

May we never yield to moods of de
featism and despair and allow our ener
gies and resources to be weakened and 
dissipated by fears and anxieties. 

Give us the unfaltering confidence 
that there is a moral and spiritual power 
in the universe which is working for 
righteousness and justice, however seem
ingly frail and feeble our own human 
e:tiorts and achievements. . 

Hear us through the merits and me
diation of our blessed Lord. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

McGown, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed the follow
ing resolution: 

SENATE RESOL~ON 124 
Resolved, That the Senate has heard with 

profound sorrow and deep ·regret the an
nouncement of the death of Han. John 
Foster Dulles, a former Senator from the 
State of New York, and a former Secretary 
of State. 

in Washington is an illegitimate child. This 
is the atmosphere and these are the con
ditions to which white boys and girlS are 
subjected in the Washington integrated 
schools. 

To bring the school situation up to date, 
on Wednesday, May 11, one member of the 
District of Columbia School Board proposed 
an ultimatum to require the temporary 
teachers-who make up about one-fourth of 
the teaching force-to qualify for certifica
tion or leave the system. He said he would 
rather have double-sized classes taught by 
qualified teachers than to retain incom
petents. On the same d ay the proposal was 
also m ade to increase the compulsory school 
attendance age in the District from 16 years 
to 21 years. The reason given for that ex
traordinary proposal was that children who 
dropped out of high school at the age of 16 
tend to drift into delinquency, often do not 
become self-supporting, and, more signifi
cantly, give birth to those who follow the 
same pattern of life. The situation, instead 
of being the "miracle of social adjustment" 
claimed by the Superintendent of Schools, 
is bad and is growing worse. 

The school problem has reached the stage 
where the people of Virginia must soon de
termine whether they will perniit the miser
able conditions now prevailing in Washing
ton to spill over into Virginia, whether this 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate 
these resolutions to the House of Repre
sentatives and transmit a copy thereof to 
the family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That, as a further mark of re
spect to the memory of the deceased, the 
Senate, at the conclusion of its business to
day,· do adjourn. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the following 
title, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 19. An act to provide a method for reg
ulating and fixing wage rates for employees 
of Portsmouth, N.H., Naval Shipyard. 

APPROPRIATION BILLS FOR 1960 
FOR LEGISLATIVE BRANCH AND 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE -
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Appropriations n:1ay have until mid
night tomorrow night, that is May 28, 
to file two reports-one on the appro
priation bill for the legislative branch 
for the fiscal year 1960 and the other on 
the Department of Defense appropria-
tion for fiscal year 1960. . 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
souri? 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, may I ask when it 
is proposed to bring these bills up? 

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the distin
guished majority leader to answer the 
gentleman's inquiry. 

Mr. McCORMACK. It is my under
standing that the legislative appropri
ation bill will be programed for Monday, 
and the Defense Department appropri
ation bill for Tuesday and Wednesday. 

Mr. GROSS. I ask this because we 
need a little time to find out what is in 
these bills. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I want the gen
tleman from Iowa to know that I have no 
controversy with him at all or with his 

NAACP-sponsored plot will succ~ed to trans
fer control of the public schools system from 
the Stafe to the Federal Government. I be
lieve that the Virginians of today will make 
no decision which will stamp them as being 
unworthy descendants of their revered fore
bears, Washington, Jefferson, Lee, Madison, 
Marshall, Henry, Randolph, Monroe, Mason, 
and other patriots of the Old Dominion, so 
proudly acclaimed .,y the Nation at large. 
I believe that we of this generation will no 
more accept oppression or dictatorship than 
they did. 

In carrying on the battle to preserve the 
principle of States rights we are not fight
ing for any mere slogan. Local self-govern
ment is the guarantee of individual liberty, 
which is the highest aim of all government. 

This principle which has come down to 
us through the ages rings as loudly in our 
ears as it ever did in theirs, that "resistance 
to tyranny is obedience to God." 

Plato said many years ago that the penalty 
good men pay for indifference to public af
fairs is to be ruled by evil men. Edmund 
Burk~ said many generations later that all 
that is necessary for the triumph of evil is 
that good men do nothing. 

The lessons of history are before us to 
read. Our fight is ahead of us, not behind 
us. If we do our part, with faith in Al
mighty God, we will win it. 

inquiring mind in this respect, but I am 
simply answering the gentleman's ques
tion to say that it is the intention to 
program the legislative appropriation bill 
for Monday and to program the Defense 
Department appropriation bill for Tues
day and Wednesday. Of course; if the 
gentleman from Iowa wants to inquire 
when the bills will be available and the 
reports and so forth, that is another 
question. 

Mr. GROSS. Can the defense bill be 
taken up Wednesday so that we might 
have some time? 

Mr. McCORMACK. It is the inten
tion to bring the Defense Department 
appropriation bill up on Tuesday and 
Wednesday. 

Mr. GROSS. That does not leave very 
much time, I will say to the gentleman. 

Mr. CANNON. You would have 6 days 
on the· defense bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. CANNON]? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOW reserved all points of order 

on both bills. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on the Judiciary may be permit
ted to sit today during general debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts? · 

There was no objection. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-06-21T19:53:50-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




